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PART n — Section 3— Sub-section (ii) 

(twT WJtTwq ^ wtfqtt) WTTJT tTWt qf wmnqf sOt (^tu TT^q qunpff qfl tftfqtr) 
qifrfiq qr fa qn fi ' qt jm arrtt fqt^ qq ntfqftw qriw aik 
Statutory Orders and Notifications issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(other than the Ministry of Defence) by Central Authorities 
(other than the Administrations of Union Territories) 


wnr iWqq wqbr 

trf 6 1977 

wlo WJo 3380. — WtT lOSO (l950 

TI 43 ) ^ sm 1 3 »F OT-STTCT ( 1 ) ITtr ST^ vrfiRPff TTF SWbT 

HT^ jTi, vrrcff wnrX hwiI'i ^ '(ft vmr % 

h ' mm ^ «fr #0 Tnra, ^ WTpr qr, 'sq nw Tm 
^ ^ qr^ *ft qqoqto qr^wr, qrt® q® 'iw® 

^ mrtnr lo 4 r, 1977 (ww^) it wt^ qtWf qqr wwtfbr 
wTf <.|.To^4 ^ jjw Prqfqq wrpfHT % qq Jr 
qrq fnqftr^ irrqr 1 1 

[nw 154/qW/77] 

IT e i;r;T a qPWT 

ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

New Delhi, ihe 6th July, 1977 

S.O. 2380. — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 13A of the Representation of the 
People Act, 1950 (43 of 1950), the Election Commission of 
India, in consultation with the Administration of the Union 
Territory of LaJtshadwecp, hereby nominates Shri N. B, 
Chawla, I.A.S,, Collector-cum-Development Commissioner, 
at the Chief Electoral Officer for that Union Territory, with 


effect fri^ the afternoon of 10 June, 1977 and until further 
orders vice Shri C. Ramou. 

[No. 154/LMA/77] 
A, N. SEN, Secy, 


fqrr 4qiwq 

(mStW WTtf fqqnt) 

q4 Prwfr, 13 1977 

vr® WT® 3381. — Pm efirPm, i956 (issa 
Iff 3i) qft HTTT 4 am srerr snfPr jq, 

trrqin;, «fV qf® mm ifr flrtftqr qqvtT Pt? wmr qr qR- 

tfrir sfrtTT ^ Pm qr mnm Pr^w f 

[iff® q® 8i( i)-tf)qTn/ 77] 

ministry of finance 

(Dcpaitincat of Economic Affain) 

New Delhi, the 13th July, 1977 

S.O. 2381.— In exercise of the powers conferred by Sec- 
tion 4 of the Life Insurance Corporation Act, 1956 (31 of 
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J956), the Centriil Government hereby appoints Shri J. 
Matthan, us a member of the Life Insurance Corporation of 
India vice Brig. Shamsher Singh. 

[F, No. 81(I)-Ins. 11/77] 
Hi 15 1977 

TTo 3Tto 338j: — TfpTT jfPn FtW WfwPihH 1956 (l95» 
TT 3i) trnr 4 ittt srari viPFFff tt ipiFr jtr, 

*^r titTo TTTPrnFr '4t wRo fto «fm ^ ptft 
S tRjftrr tfNr pFFT fT WT >IRrft 1 

[Wo Ro Nl(9)-^ 11/76] 

New Delhi, the 15th July, 1977 

S.O. 2382.— In exercise of the powers conferred by Sec- 
tion 4 of the Life Insurance Corporation Act. 1956 (31 of 
1956) the Central Government hereby appoints Shri S. Rama- 
nathan, Additional Secretary, Department of Economic Affairs, 
Ministry of Finance as a member of the Life Insurance Cor- 
poration of India vice Shri R. D. Thapar. 

(F. No. 81(9>Ins. 11/76] 
D. K. SINGIJ, Director (Insurance) 

(Tmw arff tTW'! W^IRT) 

(♦fipit qw) 

't^ fe=tflr, 1 3 19 7 7 

qtto *fl0 2 33 3; — PlRuthd wWtiFT, 1949 ( 1949 
TT lO) qff ITRT S3 IRT WflPTifi fT JPfFr 4Rty Jt^, 

tRWR, •flR?fhr fdstt <4? 4ft PrqiTftitr pr, tftPw 

4Rtft ^ pfi J'ttJ'W wftTpPFT 4ft HRT 19(2) 21 

'tjtrrt, 1977 ft ^ 4^ 4fr sFtfn % Pnt ^ tjHt>2» ^4t wro 
sfsMi, suisiTii qr tfl*n d^i WPJ fifr 

Ift #47 ffRT #7TTfr % 6.59 ffPI 

^ ^ % fltR Tmr Prr^tqR trn t t4I% % 1 1 

(fjo 15(7)-ffto4ito III/ 77 ] 

(Department of Kevensic and Banking) 

(Banktns Wing) 

New Delhi, the I3th July, 1977 

S.O. 2383,— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 53 of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 ^10 of 1949), 
the Central Government, on the recommendation of the 
Reserve Bank of India, hereby declares that the provisions of 
sub-section (2) of section 19 of the said Act will not apply 
to the United Bank of India, Calcutta for a period of two 
ears from the 21st July 1977, In so far as they relate lo its 
oldings in the shares of the paid-up value of Rs. 6,56 lakhs 
of the Bengal Enamel Works Ltd. Calcutta, as pledgee. 

[No. 15(7)-B,0. III/77] 

4!To 4(10 23 8 4: — qqmTl' fqpiwj wfhprmr, 1949 
(i949 qtr 10 ) lY URT 53 ara jittt »rr4fpff 4tT spfhr 
qjTft fR47R, qRifrq fr*# #47 qff Prerpisr qr, 

<pa«[jRr sftPFT 47T?fr I ft7 gq^4T srfafprq' qp hrt 19 4P 

VTORT ( 2 ) ^7 TjqqrEf 17 srStT 19 78, iW qf ♦qr 


gTTf qq ^ fftm d47 trr 1% ^447 t 

TtT w 47 JRT 27 4T4^, 1972 iJ qtt jnfTfT 

^7 vhR amm ^ wq Jt wq^ qm t 4(^ ^ Ki 

[qo 1 5( 1 9)-^0 ifTo ni/77] 

S.O. 2384. — In exercise of the powers conferred by Sec- 
tion 53 of the Banking Regulation Act. 1949 (10 of 1949), 
the Central Government, on the recommendation of the 
Reserve Bank of India, hereby declares that the provisions 
of sub-section (2) of ,Section 19 of the .said Act shall not 
apply to the Mercantile Bank Ltd., Bombay upto 17th April 
1978, in respect of the shares of the Pearl Cycle Industries 
Ltd., held by it as pledgee since the 27th October 1972. 

[No. 15(19)8, Ct 111/77] 

gno WTo 2 385. — ^47¥Tfl fqPUFTTT wftrPrnr 1949 (u»49 
vr 10 ) ^ UTTT 53 JTTT HW Wfwm 47T JTqTq 47^ JtT, 
IfTqflTT qWJ, qRdlq fj?!# 4St PTTTTf^ TT, trqsfjm mPTT 
qTTht ^ fv dqTjqfl qfttPpRt 4ft urn i oqto i 3 1 qW, 

197 8 q47 qtaqq #H7 fqfqtr qr qpj jifit i 

[qo 15(23)-#t<' tfto 111 / 77 ] 

^0 qto laqqtqqR, W4T ufqq 

S.O. 238S. — In exercise of the powers conferred by sec- 
tion 53 of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 (10 of 1949), 
the (Central Government, on the recommendation of the 
Reserve Bank of India, hereby declares that the provisions of 
section lOB of the said Act shall not apply to the Bari Doab 
Bank Ltd,, Hoshiaipur till the 31st March 1978. 

[No. 15(23)-B.O, 111/77] 

M. B. USGAONKAR, Under Secy, 

qtqr siH qnrftq q»qn qqn[(rfqq 

#»rflVc 26, qf, 1977 

qtqi ^ 

qtXo Win 23 8 6: — qRTt qWi; % Pm itqTWq (TRl^q qtT 
f^qrq) ^ flfa^[qqT rntm tb/wh (trqio qo 473 / 2/75 
47 qVII) f^t47 18-7-1975 ^ qpq qftq tftqr »i?47 trrqPprq 
1962 (i962 47 t 52) qff qRT 9 ffRT trm qfqqiff 471 qqtq 

47T^ jq, ^ qRf t(qo sjqqr, qqr^qt, tftqr %qftq 

ar'fi'l 4[?47 47qfe47 nnis/iSiq VH IRT siiTasi 

Tpsq % qqptq 47tqR TTP^T mqo (qftHR 

q>T qftw) 47t qm i'I Rq tfrPPT 47TqT jr I 

[qftnjqqrqo 2/77 qto qo.Vin/4fi/6/7(i 4:q] 
uRf qqo Ttqqr, qqriiqt 

Offle* of the Colloctor of Customs and Central Excise 
Bangalore, the 26lh May, 1977 
CUSTOMS 

S.O. 2386, — In exercise of the powers conferred by sec- 
tion 9 of the Customs Act, 1962 (52 of 1962) read with 
Notification No. T^Customs/F. No. 473/2/75 Cus, VII dated 
18-7-1975 of the (jovernment of India, Ministry of Finance 
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rDepartmcnt of Revenue unJ Banking). I, R, N. Shiikla, 
Collector of Customs and Central Excise, Bangalore, Karna- 
taka Collectorate hereby declare the “K.G.F.’” (Kolar Gold 
Fields) Bangarupet Taluk, Kolar District in the State of Kar- 
nataka, to be a warehousing station. 

tNotlftcanon No, 2/77 C. No. VIII/40/6/76 Cu».] 
R. N. SHUKLA, Collector 


tryts (ntfwm, wwm-fiTtrtw w wtirfwn { ww) 

'cg *fr nrift 

^ fee's!, 7 r), 19 77 

WloWIf 2387: — W'f) tTli)t^|t^ 4 1-4,S 

trf^, t^nwln^i, Tfarr ^ ^ fr io,noo 

stfin H 'Scii't uo'fto ik Riv a'lnt fTt4 tt sti'k Ih 

tt/t % Rttt. ( 2 ) — rH/ 7 6 trstfij % Rtt qp'fu'J 2 8 

»ifl' ^ II 4T5 tmr 20 ^4H>r ^twtt? 500 m; ?tT 

% Pro, wk ( 3 ) TR Tfo 113 /V % kf) trr^fkiT 3 % 
wijtrrr nkPTT gfk tfl 5T7fr tata f^tpr) *<k 

■sIbiI 2ri Pto if) ° '9(<r 8 ( 5 ! ghfr MiRiv nI''^pTT klktf 

T pTir urmr ^ % 10,000 w? ifr Pn tfr tttm 

rfo 'fto/RTo/ I 847 1 53, fT-TIT 26-3-76 Itm PRTTT 'PTT 
ITT 1 Trcf ^ TTT ^ fhPm Prt5rir trPr Tt tr^fHPr 

^trft Tkr T 5TT BTOTT Tt; Ht^lR ftlTT ^ fV (Tl^tl tft 

T 5 T9T frPm Wam ttPt :jT?r Tft rrf/»Ttmw ijt t 4 Jfi 

HHHTaift ^ Tf Ifft JTTFTT ^ fr T?) TJtT ^ PtpTTT 

PfiftriT tPt Mt tfr tfT it mr-Tw 3n% *ftT isTTk it m; 
ftiTT fr 5ft Tf t 1 tThm STtTTT pTlt?riT Pm fWT PWlWW 5FPP 
197(r77 % 320 (5TWITT (XVIII) ^ 

T WTT 1# T if UT »rT«r-T9: ttPit Pptt ^ i ^ rjw 

f pp 'JTlfT 5TT^ 5?r frpm PhtkTlT tPt 5ft T</ 

srtmw ^ Tf It I 

SHIflT TTT TuftpR mTT pTTSTT ^Tt^T, 195 5 PRtT 
7-12-55 ^ '3T-Hrm 9 (tftotfto) % Wrtplfl TTW (rftmxt TT 

gala T77t ^ If 453 1 1 -i TP ^IT fa Pi 4 T pTr^TT Tpt ^ Tg 
tt;t tt wikr ttfrr j i 

v'lUM *TiTrt; f-TTflii Pm ttt pprrkfsr 1976-77 Tfrrr 

320 % KTlHf*t iff ItPttT PtTTTT jtPt 5 ft trtJpTpT 

tPt Tirft TTTT T pro; irttt mr it tt Ptm Pptt 

errtrrrT I 

[PTo its rr5TolJfT'’/Tfo-30/n;oUn'o-76/iroiJo rpT trar rr^ STTT/ 

tfTot^ott^o/ 1 6 ij 

To TTTo tffr, 3T-^w Pmr, 
fltr TT^TT ^5T PtT5W 

MINLSTRV OF COMMERCE 
Office of the Joint Chief Controller of Imports and Exports 
(Central Licensing Area) 

CANCED-ATION ORDER 
New Delhi, the 7th January, 1977 

S.O. 2387. — M/s. Acroplast Udyog, 44-45 Industrial Area, 
Sudershanpura, Jaipur South were granted an impiort licence 
No. P/S/IR47153 dated 26-3-76 for Rupees Ten Thousand 


for G, C. A. End Use A. P. Sheets for impoit of Peml 
Essence for A. P. Sheets upto Rs 10,000,2. Benzol Peroxide 
item No. 20 of list IT of Appendix 2R of A.M. 76 period 
Upto Rs. 500 and 3. Acrylic Sheet crushed scrap with Md 
length should not exceed 25 mm as per remark No, 3 against 
S. No. 113/V. The firm have applied for duplicate Exchange 
Control Copy of above licence on the grounds that original 
exchange control copy of licence has been lost /misplaced at 
their end. The licensee have stated that original Exchange 
Control copy of licence has been lost without opening any 
letter of credit with any bank & without having been utilis- 
ed. 

The applicant has given an affidavit in support of their 
contentions as required under Para 320 (Chapter XVIIl) of 
I.T.C. Hand Book of Rules and Procedure. 1976-77, I am 
satisfied that the Original Exchange Control Copy of afore- 
said licence has been lost /misplaced. 

In exercise of the powers conferred on me under clause 
9(cc) of Import Control Order, 1955 dated 7-12-55 as 
amended upto date, 1 order the cancellation of Exchange 
Control Copy of the said licence. 

The applicants ease will now be considered for the issue of 
duplicate E.xchangc Control Copy of the licence in accord- 
ance with para 320 of I.T.C. Hand Book of Rule* and Pro- 
cedure. 1976/77. 

[File No. NS/A-20/AM. 76/AU. RAJ & AD HOC/ 

CLA/16I] 

K. R. DHEER, Dy. Chief Controller, 
for It. Chief Controller 


«nut!T-fi(Uft5 TT TTUfW 
Tr^ TTT 5nllT 

ftFff, 18 JT<, 1977 

TTo Wo 2388: — JT^ ijer 5 ( 0 , 59 tJTTo S^TTT, 
5PTC TTTTTT, Tf ftM-l 10001 if) TTT»TI«T TpTT 1^51 % ^ 5 t4t — 
BTT, 1977 ^ PT7 BTTTT ttttTT RtWT iftRr ^ TT-1 ^ 
WlfhT tJTi* 3.5 80 tnro Pro ^ % m UTfillTT % 124 

aft’o TtRi-I^thh ^RTT qRITsit ^ TTTT TT XTlTid 
T3^ ^ fiTT( 1,633 m BW TT UTm TUfT TPJTT "fto/ 
'7/l430037/«)/tITfT1I5*T/6l/t(T/43-44/tm5r-2 HTH fTTT UTT 
«IT I 

2. TT^ffl Mlmn Tt XPT flriT TftTT ilJfT snftarT 

sAxijit frfmr Pmvf gtfpjpT gfir Trd tt% % Rpj w atott 
T r xpjtttT fTTT It fr ijT mrr triT^iTl 5 ft mf tRitt 371 % wt 
T^ TT TTTTTTT ^ Tt ^ 1 fTr?TTvjrft am WTrl T? vft TTTTT 
TTT t fr erTTTTT MHO'h WJPJTT tt I "TT^TT xft tflTT 

o^eT' Hlfh'T'i A ^ TTT kftjlTT TT 1 

3. TTT% tl't ^ TtpiT flf, TTT5T tH'’ TT ITIW OrfllTT 

fTTT J I WtrtlJ^m5Ttt Tf^iss ^ ftt iftn^u TWT 'fto/tro / 1 430037 , 
ftntT 3-1T7 6 Tt TJT TftTT TfkT TTfTTT xftr rpat frPnTtl 
pTTU'JT TTtTT tRt wt Tf TT XirUTTW ^'T Tf | Xtk klT 

I fr UT^TT 5fr TRJTT STTTTT HHifu TT Xt^lT TfiTTt TTTt 
5tt mt TTitjp I tjT ttiAt 5t Tfrrt it 1 1 

4. 'qPTTT TTipiT Tt TTTpTrT pfirTT WTT it TTft 5 ft 

7l{t fl 

[TTTn e/ie/Te-TT/ppot^sro 2 
TTT o %o TTTTT, RttRIT 
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Office of the Chief Controller of Impotfa and Exports 

CANCELLATION ORDER 
New Delhi, the 18th May, 1977 


S.O. 2388, — M/s. Mahatta and Co. 59 M Block Con- 
naught Circus New Dolhi-1 10001 were granted import licence 
No. P/A/1430037/G/XX/61|He43-44-ML, U dated 3-11-76 
for the import Yashica Mat-124 G Twin Lens Reflx 
Camera with F 3.5 80 mm lens and case with accessories 
subject to ITC Policy Red Book Vol. T for A.M, 77, valued 
at Rs. 1,633 against GCA. 

2. They have requested for the issue of duplicate customs 
purposes copy and exchange control purposes copy of the 
above said import licence on the ground that the original 
import licence in duplicate has been lost or misplaced by thenL 
It has been further reported by the licensee that the import 
licence had been un-utilised. The licence was noi registered 
with any custom authority. 

3. In support of their contention, the applicants have filed 
an affidavit. The undersigned is satisfied that the original 
Customs Purposes copy and Exchange Control Purposes copy 
of licence No. P/A)/1430037 dated 3-11-76 ha.s been lost or 
misplaced and directs that a duplicate copies of the said 
import licence should be issued to the applicant. The origin- 
al licence in duplicate is cancelled. 

4. The duplicate copies of the import licence arc being 
issued separately. 

[No. 6/16/76-77/ML. Ill 

S. K. BATTA, Dy. Chief Controller 
for Chief Controller 


«t wtisT 

PtMI, 12 1977 

etto Wio 2389, — tirr IW wrPt, ^ 

wnr fWr fpt 

tT'ri+ 311416 ^ ftltr 5,13,505 eH*l ('TN' 5 'Jut 

'Tixr dtr Rm Wi) ^ trnm iTHtfit ttwr sfjo/tfic-jfto/ 
2029 945/€f/3fr3rp!:/5l/tl^/39*40/tM-2, 29-5-74 

tntpr fwr >mT *11 1 wFfPr ^ stptpt <17 sN 

tjjjir 1,62,700 (tpf rrw smre 5 ^ 'mt tft ttir rro) 
ftru; spjWt srf^r ^stTfl ^ ^ firtr xrmr htarr ^ 1 
if ftPfPT % stttrPtT tTfmfhr qrgf eitw 

RPi4' ^ 1 ^ Jtt eei+4 TT tr^ SPPT-3W f^ttl 

1 1 W ^ 5^ t tfNr sjfh trer, 

% TTW Tjftf!!' sfl TtTT/uPmdpif ft irttr 

3,50,805 (tfhr mu Tunr tpnx stts tft >TNr 

+iid ) *1^ sfl4i ^t UPTT ryTtr ^ I fj fttf ijm 

nrapr mm ^/tft3ft/2029945/gVosft/qn:/5i/t’xr 

/39-40, fmr 29-5-74 (^Fft Rfmtt) ^ tnn/Btum«r 

ft mir I tftt 4 itt f ftt ut 1 , 02,700 (tpit 
mu fmr ttH mu) fmr sjptpt mT#9 tfm 

<5ft/tft5fr/2029994.5/ft/sTtmT/5l/tru/39-40, ffUtw 29-5-74 # 
tffir ist urn i mum mrutr (ut^ ulrnTt) mr: 
Tf fxT'iT umr 1 1 

[tfwr iftosfto-y/'fto tpu tfto/i 2 1 / 73 - 74 / 594 ] 
#to €to m, PTumtr 


CANCELLADON ORDER 
New Delhi, the 12lh July, 1977 

S.O. 2389. — ^Thc Oil and Natural Gas Commission, Tel 
Bhawan, Dehra Dun, were granted import licence No. O/CO/ 
2029945 T/OR/51./H/39-40/CG. II dated 29-5-74 for 
Rs. 5,13,505 (Rupees Live lakhs thirteen thousand five 
hundred and five only) for the import of Mobile Steam Unit 
from U.S.S.R, The Commission have now applied for issue 
of duplicate copy of the import licence for the balance value 
of Rs. 1,62,700 (Rupees One lakh sixty two thousand and 
seven hundred only). In support of this ;ho Commission have 
furnished as affidavit on the stamped paper duly sworn before 
the Honarary Metropolitan Magistrate, Bombay. It is 
affirmed that the said licence was lost/misplaced after having 
been registered with Bombay Customs House, Bombay and 
utilised to the extent of Rs. 3,50,805 (Rupees three lakhs fifty 
thousand eight hundred and five only). 1 am satisfied that 
the original import licence No. G/CO/2029945/T/OR,T51/ 
Hi/39-40 dated 29-5-74 (both copies) has been lost/misplaced 
and direct that duplicate copy of the said import licence No, 
G/CG72029945/T /OR/51 IHI39-40 dated 29-5-1974 for 
Rs, 1,62,700 (Rupees One lakh sixty two thousand and seven 
hundred only) (both copies) may be issued to the applicant. 
The original import licence (both copies) is therefore can- 
celled, 

[No. CO. U/P&C/121/73-74/594] 
T. T. LA, Dy, Chief Controller. 

(uTw finnn) 

ut 1 8 '^mf, ] 9 7 7 

UTo ®rto 2390. — WWIUT Utg UftfPm 1955 (l955 'fr 

10) ul ttm 3 im STim m ttuFr ttS ftr uRutw 

«iFT (ijftrtft fUTTf) tfumr fmftpir in^ 1976 m ffiiftispt 

], ( i) w m mu uruu rm mu vrm) 

tiUBI fmfUW (?W1«R) 1977 ^ I 

(2) uf ijTwr sTfu ft I 

2, muu ttuT STFT (fftirtt fmur) trumr futjmu tT(%u, 

1976 — 

( 1 ) mnt 4 ^ — 

(u) swR qr-gT R, 

(i) mt (i) % mru fmufmfuu mr Tut urTut 

"(i) ^rqfru BTUR sftr trtur tHurr ut 8 Si; wwi”; 

(ii) UT (iii) ^ TTUTf, f-tmf'if'nn mT:F!rTfrm ^ 

mtFlf mufef : — 

"(iii-T). Mt tffisu fuft uiurr 

qJt uftf ut ur fwrt ur <pr ukr nur $ 

fTTT UT Tils') UtT ^ I STUUT J 

(iii) mt (v) % qtturf fumfirfur uu muimTku qff 

miFft wuff : — 

"(v-u) Tiuir # imrtu urnitu yift 

t smr Tuft umTT ^ uttuw »Tip ^Tfuft 
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fPT II — im3(ii)] tTTT'T Trr TTTTTSr : TfTrf 30, 

wn’T 7TT imr ^ t fWr Jf f>rrfy 

WH ?w; wwr"; 

(at) f^RThf ’fn' fViMl i 

( 2 ) wi¥ 6 pffpr qr PTMhrflfl TWT arro/rr, 
wrrffj : — 

6. HM % f^rql^ TT irirnp^ — tTif ^mPm 
rHJ-qr<ift i < i % am mO fW w-jjimw i tfrr 

irjHR WalVs ^ % »fWT % fa;^ wnr ^ ^ ^ % 

% pF^ft Firq T’r qr ^ 

Pira ?lf «F TOT % pFJft TTPf 1^ ma iFT Pnrfa 

qr pHofn arr^ trr birh at Orota % ftrr 5^1 tq ^ a:?qT ■ — 

(i) ^■'rfrq HT'FIT ifT qqi^ ITO ftfqa 

qf&airfi' am ; ^mai 

(ii) «TffEnT tt5!t HTarr jttt ar ^ qmm: am mPrPm 

M i Ptign wFuafrA am Pt^ to ^ wsfPr 
5 i][ Of % anfPr ^rPr ar^ ^ Prulaf aq 

TO ^Firr faPraro fw wttot ’ft qro-qro 

TT qnFTT am TO PrOm toY Pftt to* . 

<mJi toP aP Ttt TOT tro T PraPr PriaPaPro wFfr 

q qm rifr 15 Tp :— 

(i) maro % >toI tttot 

(ii) ^ TO'mf % qtiPT wV to% qr^mr; war 

(iii) «Tir Pm qftrPm i964 (1904 <ft 37 ) >^r 
trm 3 ^ iT»fPT TOrfro w^a lam Pm am ar 
TOiP TFtT q; vnai 

(iv) aiTOpTT ar^ft atrf, arra arqra ^ qra ^ aa ^', aTO 
^ JTT aH fwTffTa P Tiafw (jtP ar ; tttot 

(v) TO TOf aP frot pat >jPt aP Pto ar frot »afTO 

am ^ aP af ^ ar faaft safro aa FaiPaw ijt 
qiTTa MiPMairO am fro ap ir^r aa anfta wtr 
TO^ aftraft TOT% T TOT % (toP ftot a 

trtj TOatq Par; qr^ ar anfaPF qaar ft; amr 

( vi ) Tpar q ira^ tot ar ata ^ apar ; vaai 

(vii) Tpar iPa # ^ PrP arapaftrap totP P aP Pavaaq 
P^t aa, nrP PPt qfr Tpar P?t P *PnT fP ar tof ; 
araar 

(viii) Tr^a aarat qatP qrra-qPPFP 'fttt i 968 % asfta 
arr rtto aii^T tpP ar ; qaa( 

( ix ) a^'y wPa P Pra Prar ^ % Prap arrofro PttoP 
jttt qaa P aro a jq 20 Ppatara P aafaT 
ipP aT : 

arr^ af tPt fV farp sairo Prtr af fafa iPar 
Pf af PraYa qraar jm ar qroPro ttw aranT irtr ar 
aqrpTTpT faqpa qraaT ar Traa qroar 3 ttt to^ PrPrq 


1977/«TrTOr 8, 1899 

sriftnw PfPY vPTOnrft am toP fVa air qipnaw w#t 

TpT TOpT q^qrr TO Pitot P toPtoi ^ tot aa PiaPf 

TOafro fPf toYtoY P Pra <f^ i" ; 

( 3 ) ITO 7 ^ TTOT ar pTMp'Tf'TO «tt 73 IT TOiaT TOpJ :- 

"7. PYar ^ aP ar P ar toP PPtt tot ^ afraro ar 
apTanH-aPf aafro Prora qmP'Ha Traa arro am ar to 
qraar sttt m taPm arPsnpT PfPY aPfanrY im, ttPY Prra 
qa ?qpnw P wipa wVr to% n-yan, 

(t) ipar 1 ^ P TOyr ^ PfPY ttot P to ^ PYttt 
% frot TOTFarq qaar 

(q) Prar pq PPtt ^ fV*P ttot P to Pw P TOt P 
fPPY Tara Pt; qaar 

(a) qYqr pq P tPitt P fPPY mr P to ^ P fPPY 
q^a TOra PY ; 

TOT aa apTaro ar afraro arra aa aara; ar afrafa arrP P 
Pra '^^aaqr aat arYar i 

aray TOP aP aPi ara TOT P afrapa Pr facrPafPa aarrqf 
P ara aift f rPr - 

(i) PafYa arorr: P anP P; qaar 

(ii) Par araa-awt P qifta PYr toP q-jan; qaar 

(iii) TOT faap qfafaaa 1904 (i964 fa 37 ) PY urn 
3 P qPta wiPw PTTjfta tot faaq P ittt ar toPY 
qtr P; qw 

(iv) fPPY rraa afroar Parr Pasa fPP TOa Pr «PYj ar 
fPPt TO fParq arr aap PVar pro im to toPY 
qYr p; qqro 

(v) TTOifTOF arpT jm qaP aiaia P qra P aa P 

aapT P aia fPPt ara P qafPar ftP ar ; qaar 

(vi) TO af faPY ftPt 'ijOr PY faa ar fPPY qrfPr im afPY 

Pr qp ft TO ffrPt safPr aa TaifPra pY; awa arfir- 
aaPY im faa aa TOpnro P qPta qYr toP qrjqrr 
afttPY fTOp p atar fPPY qara P PYa aaPYa POr^ 
qq^ TO qtftrF tot qaar 

(vii) PYto Pa a rap pt TOT TO ata P Ptar; qaro 

(viii) Ptro ^ P fPPY ata P afPPY totP P Pt fParoa 

qanr aPY aar aPt pPY PiY PYar % tott ft to HTfr; 
qaar 

(ix) aPRTF Tpja P Paara fPP P Prora tot P qaar 
rmft TaTTT fPP q ’FITTOT UfT P fPPY FqTa a<F qqar 
’jptra fpPY FTOa P tot a fPPY qat tor aar ; 
qaar 

(x) Tiaa aarPf PPPr qTra-qaPPr amr, 1908 P qpR 
aRTOTOT TOR bYP ar; qqar 

(xi) aPl aaPYa P fPp PYar P fqqY arTOfav 
fpTOtfY jm aaa a' aaa a arq 20 rarpYroa P 
TOTfp<F ftp m I 
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— ffr>r Tfwg^ ^ ^ firr^ "^fyjTT 5 tw" 

^ (T'T i ^ PTOtTW F 'rf^^rrfTff tiw ^ i"; 

(4) ^ 8 "PT ^ PfnfT 1” I 

[ffo 4(i^pm:^t) (2)/7f^<^«t*rrT(I)-53] 

iCo •llMftgifl, -jq »rf^ 

.\nNlSTRY OF AGRlCULtl RE AND DtRIGATION 
(Dcpurtnifut of Flood) 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 18th July, 1977 

S.O. 2396.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sec- 
tion 3 of the Kssential Commodities Act, 1953 (10 of 1953), 
the Central Government hereby makes the following Order 
to amend the Rice and Paddy (Southern Zone) Morement 
Control Order, 1976, namely : — 

1. (1) This Order may be called the Rice and Paddy 
(Southern Zone) Movement Control (Amendment) Order, 
1977. 

(2) It shall come into force at once. 

2, In the Rice and Paddy (Southern Zone) Movement 
Control Order. 1976,- — 

(1) in clause 4, — 

(a) in the first proviso, — 

(i) for item (i), the following item shall be substitut- 
ed, namely ; — 

"(i) on Central Government and Slate Government 
account; or”; 

(il) after item (ill), the following item shall be insert- 
ed, namely ; — 

“(iii-A) by or on behalf of a State public sector 
organisation entrusted with purchase or sale or 
distribution of rice; or"; 

(iii) after item (v), the following Item shall be inserted, 
namely : — 

“(v-A) to any place in Belgaum City in fielgaiim 
district or Karwar City in North Kanara dis- 
trict in the State of Karnataka or from any 
place to any other place in the aforesaid 
cities; or”; 

(b) the second proviso shall be omitted; 

(2) for clause 6, the following clause shall be substituted, 
namely 

“6. Restrictions on export of paddy,— No person shall 
export or attempt to exjmrt or abet the export of 
paddy from any place within a specified area to a 
place outside that area or from any place within 
the Southern Zone to any place outside it except 
under and in accordance with a permit issued by— 

(i) the Central Government or by any officer autho- 

rised by it in this behalf; or 

(ii) Ibc State Government concerned or by any officer 

authorised in this behalf by that Government 
subject to the condition that .such export under 
permits shall be regulated in accord, ance with 
such directions as may be issued by the Central 
Government in this behalf from lime to time: 
Provided that nothing contained herein shall apply to 
the export of paddy— 

(i) on Central Government account; or 

(ii) under and in accordance with Military Credit Notes; 

or 


1977/SRAVANA 8, 1899 [Part I I— Sec. 3(11)? 

(iii) by or on behalf of the Food Corporation of India 

established under section 3 of the Food Corpora- 
tionns Act, 1964 (37 of 1964); or 

(iv) not e.xceeding five kilograms in weight in the aggre- 

gate by a bona fide traveller us part of his luggage; 
or 

(v) being the whole or part of the produce of land culti- 

vated or owned by a person for his domestic con- 
sumption in a place outside the Southein Zone 
under and in accordance with a permit granted by 
the competent authority; or 

(vi) within the same town or village in the border area; 

or 

(vii) from a village in the border area to the neniest 

market (mandi) in the Southern Zone whether such 
market (mandi) is within or outside the border 
area; or 

(viii) being received as gift under the Indo-US Agreement 
on Relief Supplies, 1968; or 

(lx) not exceeding twenty kilograms in weight in the 
aggregate at one time by a bona fide lesident of 
the border area for domestic consumption; 

Provided further that it shall be lawful for a person Lo 
export seed paddy not exceeding four quintals for bona fide 
agricultural purposes under and in accordance with a per- 
mit issued by the Central Government or the Stale Govern- 
ment concerned or by any officer authorised in this behalf 
by the Central Government or as the case may be, by (he 
State Government.”; 

(3) for clause 7, the following clause shall be substituted, 
namely : — 

‘‘7. Restrictions on transport of paddy to, from or with- 
in the border area. — No person shall transport or 
attempt to transport or abet the transport of 
paddy — 

(a) to any place within the border area from any 
other place outside that area; or 

(b) from any place in the border area to any place 
outside that area; or 

(c) from any place in the border aiea to any other 

place in that area; 

except under and in accordance with a permit i.ssiicd by the 
State Oovcrnmenl concerned or any ofiicer aiuhorised by 
that Government in this behalf; 

Provided that nothing contained herein shall apply to the 
transport of paddy — 

til on Central Government and State Government ac- 
count; or 

(Ii) under and in accordance with Military Cicdit Notes; 
or 

(til) by or on behalf of the Food Corporation of India 
established under section 3 of the Food Corpora- 
tions Act, 1964 (37 of 1964); or 

(iv) by or on behalf of a State public sector organisa- 

tion entrusted with purchase or sale or distribu- 
tion of paddy; or 

(v) not exceeding five kilograms in weight in the aggre- 

gate by a bona fide traveller as part of his luggage; 
or 

(vi) being the whole or part of the produce of land cul- 

liv'atcd or owned by a person for his domestic con- 
sumption in a place outside the Southern Zone 
under and in accordance wdth a permit granted by 
the competent authority; or 

(vii) within the same town 01 village in (he border area; 

or 
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(vlli) from a villajfe in the border area to the nearest mar- 
ket (mandi) in the Southern Zone whether such 
market (mandi) is within or outside the border area; 
or 

(lx) to any place in Bclgaum City in Bcl;jatim district or 
Karwar City in North Kanara distrtet in the State 
of Karnataka or from any place aforesaid to any 
other place in the city; or 

tx) being received as gift under the Indo-LiS Agreement 
on Relief Supplies, 1968; or 

(xl) not exceeding twenty kilograms in welglt. in the 
aggregate at one time by a bona fide resident of 
the border area for domestic consumption. 

E> planution.— For the purpose of transport of paddy, 
‘border area’ means the area as defined in the Explanation to 
clause 4.”; 

(4) clause 8 shall be onritted.", 

[No. 4(SRZ)(2)/76-D&R(n-5.dl 
K. BALAKRTSHNAN, Dy. Sccy. 

fttsnn) 

1 2 1 97 7 

Wo sno 2391. — in[ ttfh^[fWT fwrr smir hr 
tthTTT WR StfhfhtriT, 1973 (t973 «PT 26) ^ 

HTTT 1 7 4fr ^rrtnrr ( 1 ) iTO w Jpfrtr ttstr 

''TTOt tTRTTT, IFtin xiV WR ifstFR (WR PtWR) 4?) RftV 
27 RrR*., 1974 ih »fo 2592 W ttPTRm 

ftt, rTRdT ^ 3 1f!T, 197 7 % ^ sft t^tTo ST 

4?! 'fnjT4;nT f tJTRR ’FtT t I 

[4nftTtto n02 3/9/764Vot^o) 

ifTo iffo f[o tm, ^ ttfsCf 

MINISTRY OF ENERGY 

(Department of Coal) 

New Delhi, the 12th July, 1977 

S.O, 2391.— It is hereby notified that in exercise of the 
powers conferred by Sub-section (i) of scclion 17 of the 
Coal Mines (Nationalis.ation) Act, 1973 (26 of 1973) and 

in supersession of the notification of the Government of 
India in the Ministry of Steel and Mines (Department of 
Mines) No. 2592 dated the 27ih September, 1974, the Cen- 
tral Government has appointed Shri S. K. Dhar as the Com- 
missioner of Payments at Calcutta with effect from the 
forenoon of 3rd June, 1977. 

[File No. 11023/9/76-CAI 
G. V. G. RAMAN. Dy. Secy. 

^ 1 5 1 977 

Wo4TTo 2 392 — trRrrr 4fPpTr 47^ (41^4 

sftT pRrnr) xtftifhrnT, 1957 (i 95 7 <rr -cn) 4h tnrt 4 4ft 

^TTT ( 1 ) ^ TirfFT, ■ffp-'T JTRrrT % gRj tfttpnT (ixhrwr 

ftlTR) Ttn ■4fTt 4 ft rtf *fo WtToXTT* s;i;r 4 l f) 4l 

7 WT^fy, 1 9 7 r, iTTT, W trftr^nr if ^147 fhihfitR 

tfri^ F 79 90 ('TJTOrt) 47 'J S . 2 R ii4^ IR (i^rnR) 

FR 4?) h ifFTfTT 44 ipTh ^ xpt% ttriJR n?r ^47 

tft tft ; 

xfR ^4 JTRtTt 4rr rmtlR ^7 441 t ^744 '^fWI T 

TTR ^ 4fmm flftnriR ^ ■ 


4r:, WJf, trRtrt:, 4i*R<n (Riftr eftt fWm) 

RftrfRTT, 1 957 (1937 417 20) ^ FTO 7 4^ {]) 

im giRt srfwRt 44 infFT 4n^ jti, ^ 'ilVt 

0 . 30 t(4(f (witnt) 47 0.12 (rnnR) 474 4ft '1144141) 

4f%4 4:T^ % 44% 47W4 4ft ^[441 $fft 

2. f4 4fir^[44T ip ipmftT 47 % 4T^ %r 7*14% 4rrfTft- 

tSTUT 4441^44 firfTVtil (ftf^R) 4.14)774 47 4ft44rr f4iia4?-l 

443^44 ifriR Tftf, 4RWTT % 444)44 47 4fW'^f^4 

f*rf43Y, (34474 SpJWR) VtsfR ffTTF, % 474)174 

4 " f4t4T 41 44:47 ^ I 

3. 4ft44f fTTrtW, l-4113f»tr(7 ip34 7^7, 4 :i 744TT ^ %45t4 
»rWTT jm 44 4f8rf444 Sv 411)4 4W4 4Tf44rrft fh^44 14141 441 

t' 

tfi^rfl^-orreTBr) wit4i 
(f3lt)l^)l; 4 ) 31 ^) 44 ) 

|1 4» 3T31o/u/77 
4rt)4 31-3-77 

(«)44 fitn^ 41% 41^ iRR 4f41fli ) 

44 414 4R1 4R1 filial 'RTF flR- 

tfo #0 144) 


1. S)l#)k)l{ f4f3lfl5 193 f4fT#n5 1 19 0.10 4R 

2. fTJpRrftfpfTOf 194 " 2132 0.20 4R 


54 ^ 4414 ; 0.30 tf44f ( 4444 ) 

41 0.12 ^47 (4444 ) 


4T4 tf)4)^ 4 wfw 4 ) 41% 4T7f) 4713 7f o 1 1 9 
414 57574771 4 4)44 ^ 41% 474 ) 0477 7)0 2123 
4)47 43)4 .- 

UtalOfi 414 e 4 re O 1 19, 4 ) Anris' '413 40 112^l4ft(T4 
^ %44 4144 %, ^ 4 ' '473 4o 1 1 7 wVt: 11 8 % flit 

4ft44 a 'RI3 40 1 20 % f47T t I 

474 575t4lft ^ 0413 40 2 1 3 2 4T 44t (At 4f'l'74 ^ mle 
4° 2133 %, iji) 4''4T3 7fo 21 16%fll7 4fW4 %4^4Tt4. 
% f4TT^ I 

[ 7)0 1 9( 4 l)/7s4f)"tE4o] 
t^46 fllte 1^0 ft4^, 

New Delhi, 15th July, 1977 

S.O. 2392,— Whereas by the notification of the Government 
of India In the Ministry of Energy (Department of Coal) No, 

S.O. 533 dated the 7th January, 1976 issued under sub-section (1) 
of section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and Develop- 
ment) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), the Central Government gave notice 
of its intention to prospect for coal in 79.90 acres (approxima- 
tely) or 28.28 hectares (approximately) of the lands in the 
locality specified In the Schedule appended to that notification. 
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And whereas the Central Government U satisfied that coal is triToO 

obtainable in part of the said lands; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub- 
section (1) of section 7 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition 
and Development) Act, 1937 (20 of 1957), the Central Govern- 
ment hereby gives notice of its intention to acquire the lands 
measuring 0.30 acres (aproximately) or 0.12 hectare (appro- 
ximately) described in the Schedule appended hereto. 

2. The plans of the area covered by this notification may be 
inspected in the office of the Dy, Commissioner, Giridih (Bihar) 
or in the office of the Coal Controller, 1 , Council House Street, 
Calcutta or in the Office of the Central Coal-fields Limited, 
(Revenue Section) Darbhanga House, Ranchi (Bihar). 

.1. The (2oal Controller, 1, Council House Street, Calcutta 
has been appointed by the Central Government as the competent 
authority under the Act . 

schedule 

Dhobldlh-Jatkuti Block 
(Giridih Coalfield) 

Drg, No. Rev/14/77 
Dated 31-3-1977 
(showing plots to be 
acquired) 


SI. Village Thana Thana District Plot Area Re- 
No. No. No. marki 


1. Dhobidlh Giridih 193 Giridih 119 0.10 Part 

2. Kurhurbaree ,, 194 ,, 2132 0.20 „ 


Total area : — 0.30 acres 

(approximately) 
or 0. 12 hectares 

(approximately) 

Plot no. to be acquired in village Dhobidlh 
119 

Plot number to be acquired in village Kurhurbaree : — 

2132. 

boundary DESCRIPTION 

Plot no. 119 surrounded on North by plot no, 112 on South 
by railway line, on East by Plot Nos. 117 & 118 on West by 
Plot no. 120 in village Dhobidih. 

Plot no. 2132 surrounded on North & West by plot no. 2133, 
on East by plot no. 2118 and on South by railway lino and in 
village Kurhurbaree. 

[No. 19(41)/75-CLl 
R. A. RIZVI, Director 

tm) 

qf 14 ^yrrf, 1977 

qtTo RTo 2393.— tUTTr, M'tTifl upA (xttrtfbim 
Rfqsftftltff wfffpm, 1971 (1971 Tf 40) ’^UTTT 

3 xm srw TTffTq) ^ qtfpr jtt, tf)^ nTTvfr % 

( 1 ) R qil, ^ trrrrr Tnrrf^ ufqrrft ^ 

<ffipT nqgw stTmuT) wftrfHim ^ snfHR) % 

tr^nr srfiiTTT trrtfV aft ^ trmft ( 2 ) ? 

4 FaMaei' trtqnf) tarpf) v srqtft 1 ^ 
arm wsrft RftnFTfr'tT aft wftu tfWwt sfiirr, ijati qftrfaim 
iTtr qr Rtft^ tfTTXT xtfuaiTfritT ait ir^ »rfWf air 
tftr fffhftPnr attfaiff atr 'rraq' ar^*rr i 


trf^irft ?,r 'Tarf'tTqH nraifT) tqrtft % Jisrt 


titx wftr7.rfTfTr aft 
wnftiT ntunt 



IT ipcirw, rrsTR ara: 4 it at#, *mrr rrrrfr #t tftmrwt 

^ sftTt: wnr tit 
' snt #t# ^ 'PR'orfTtft 
qVr "pJTTrrt 
aar^TutTi wnT qspt 

[aiTs tt8t:rtTo#tot(1To/3/77] 

ato afatTfirtrrr, Rarr wfVtr 

MINISTRY OF SHIPPING & TRANSPORT 
(Transport Wing) 

New Delhi, the 14th July, 1977 

S.O. 2393. — Ill exercise of the powers conferred by section 
3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised Occupants) 
Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the (Tentral Government hereby appoints 
the officer mentioned in column (1) of the Table below, being 
officer equivalent in rank to gazetted officers of Government, 
to be estate officer for the purposes of the said Act who shall 
exercise the powers conferred, and perform the duties imposed, 
on estate officers by or under the said Act within the local limits 
of his jurisdiction in respect of the categories of public premises 
specified in the corresponding entry in column (2) of the said 
T able. 

TABLE 


Designation of officer Categories of public premises 
and local limits of jurisdiction 

i 2 

Deputy Chairman, Madras Staff and workers Quarters and 
Dock Labour Board, Madras, other buildings belonging to 

the Madras Dock Labour 
Board within the Corpora- 
tion limits of Madras. 


[No. LDM/5/77] 
V. SANKARALINGAM, Under Secy. 

CORRIGENDUM 
New Delhi, the 12th July, 1977 

S.O. 2394. — In the notification of the Government of India 
in the Ministry of Shipping and Transport (Transport Wing) 
No. S.O. 1202. dated ihc 31st March, 1977, published al 
page 1425 of the Gazette of India, 1977, Part 11, Section 3, 
Sub-section fil), dated the 23rd April, 1977,- — 

fl) in item fa), in the second line, — 

(i) for "1.00", read “1.50”; 

(ii) for “he”, read “the"; 

(2) in item (b), in the second line, for 

“1.50’’, rend "1.00”. 

[F, No. 5-MSR(15)/76-MA] 
U. S. KAUSHIK, Under Secy. 


n — iUf3( i i)] 


30, 1977/'W«T 8,1899 
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?fwnc *T3rmii 

(«T^t fnt Ttf) 

^ fr^, 1 1 ^rf, 1977 

^Tnwro 2 39 5. — TirrijT ^ fg'^lTTlJT 1^ WTT mWF 

% W3r IT TTTTfr Ftfiri SfrJTT f^ri wWl TT IfTT'Tft- 

JTIT Tr TTWT^ TJ?! ^ TfTTPTTT ^ tr^ iTflTTTffTini' ?TT Tl^ 

irprTTTfl ^ fHTT ^)Tr I'll »rn:(ftir itr f^ririn^ issi ^ f^inr 
434(111) (2 ttV) TT7f5T!*r ?; '^in^T n fsr^rn^T irn^TrnrmT 
'Trf, ."i i.T=TJRr TTirr <Tr rff^- i^ir iritT itttt ^rr far frr m ^ ^rk 

JTPrftr Kt ITT 13TT% Tlf ?! ?fr t TTT VIT'Ff- 

ffl inriJj ^ 30 k^ff % 4ftTi: Tir fro <f^ 1 

’j'^r TrfTTrtrm ifr srr^Tfr i f'TTT 20 - 0 - 76 ^ 
‘*ttw tTk’ Vtafl-iT, 'iflsn^rir' Tfifk, ffrjTTrrtr 

Vwtff iTTTr^rR 'fVr JTrrfsnr ^rf «fl 1 

irw ij^ir ^ if Tn TnETRiT fr Ttf wr^krirt tfh: 
fiTTiT sni^ iTifr 5 ^ I 

^irffR ww gin kiTTTTWt % kinr 434(111) (2 ^) jitt 

5 t 5 n Trk^'ff ipT mk ipr^ ji^ iT'^rfi’ww, fr fiRr 

{) ffi ijrfl'jr 1 - 8-77 il 'kr-fT sr ftT^TT 5 T tit RTiflir TWrM 
(ik ^TT SniTT iftlTT : — 

1 . 'fnriJT l^TTT^ STTFIT ; 

Tqr^i: n ^pflir ^ ([kr ufrfTT^irr^i^flTik'jT^rtk 

5 kroifto arffiT ^ ^ ?IkilT TfnT 4 I 

fT:»5 II? Tfmr k?TT 'ifm ^ Jif^kR «rr?^ tItt* 

ijirr w ?i*rT tTstut ifi)^ ^ ^[wtr ♦tw 'Jit- ?>fl 1 wlr 

TtTTift jlT HTt? Tfr #TT ?<Tm ?! fiT^ I 

2 . ftlkTyi; JlfiiKk t^TTT^sr sutlFn : 

fij'T.TX 5 TTi WTifliT ^ ^kf kl klTlK^T 
fr 5 koiflo wflu ^ ^ TTiTr 4 I fi-T? 

^ iftTTT CTflTTlTl ITTTT^ fl 5 kolffo *1^11 Iftl 

TTf TiTf^ Ttip irkrirrsi <ittt wk Vmrfl yrr ^ 'j;Tf ^ n 

TtrrjT Jwl'fik TTifa^ fr 5 frioifyo *rfk jrt w ?>fl 1 

[tIo 3-9/7 4-'f|ol^Ho’f''‘>] 

ministry of communications 

(P&T Board) 

New Delhi, the ll'h July, 1977 

S.O. 2395. — Whereas a public notice for revising the local 
area 01 Payyanur and Trikarpur Telephone Exchange Sys- 
tems was published as lequircd by rule 434 (III)(2c) of ihe 
Indian Telegraph Rules, 1951 in the Newspapers in circu- 
lation at Payyanur and Trikarpur inivding objections and 
suggestions from all persons likely to be affected thereby, 
within a period of 30 days from the date of publication of 
the notice in the Newspapers; 

And whereas the said notice was made available to the 
public on 20th September, 1976 in ‘MathrubhumP Cochin, 
‘Veekshanan’ Cochin, ‘Deepika’ Kottayam and ‘Kerala 
Kaumudi’ Trivandriun Newspapers; 

And whereas no objections and suggestions have been 
received from the public on the said notice; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the power conferred by 
imle 434 (III) (2c) of the said Rules, the Director General 
Posts and Telegraphs hereby declares that with effect from 
56 GI/77— 2 


1-8-1977 the revised local area of Payyanur ani Trikaipur 
shall be as under; 

1. Payyanur Telephone Exchange System ■ 

The local area of Payyanur shall cover an atea falling 

within 5 Kms radial distance ftom Payyanur Teiephone 

Exchange : 

Provided that this limit shall be r r'ric J !he Mani- 
yath Thodn and Kas'vnyipivha nn he N,, ,h \V. ; and Sul- 
tan’s Canal on S,.uith-\Vc.st. 

Provided furthci that Kowayi Ishin.l will bu aerved by 
Payyanur. 

2. Trikarpur Telephone E.xchangc Sys'rms ; 

The local area of Trikarpur shall cover an area falling 

within 5 Kms radial distance from Trikarpur Telephone 

Exchange : 

Provided that this limit shall be restricted to the line of 
5 Kms radial distance from Chenvathur Telephone Exchange 
in the North, and to the line of 5 Kms radial distance from 
Payyanur Telephone Exchange in the area falling on the 
East of Maniyath Thodu and Kowayipuzha. 

[No. 3-6/74 PHBl 

'if PWtV, 18 197 7 

TtToSJTo 2396.— TlZ tftt ftFrt^flirir isflTiEr tTTR- 

'fk BUTTRT % FTirflil fttR 'StT^ TtV Wnpl fiiq 'ftiff 93; 

fR ittr tiimr ^ inTEHr 4 ’fT ^rfinsTTiiT 

^ TT<IT?t arpPGft 5487 f>P RT37frq tlTt fTPETPITfl 19 5 1 

% fqiR 434 (III) (2lfl) q'RqfSRl ttEJlRriTf^q 83J? E 
qrpMrT R f'ppRT Tfirr rt rH r3t% tt^t imr tt fVwRf^ 
R qfq '?'! TTlf RIRffT ?) RT RR% ^ ^FTR ?! R> > 18 gRRT % 
smftiR Tit RffiR 30 fipf) ^ iftfrc tt tich: qtf i 

gipT g^trr RfRrRPTT ^ TlfRTiTft fRt( 1-2 qi3:Tft' 7 7 
spt ‘RxtRTR STVRT’ tflT f^TRi' Rjt *^93: *^9 6 
19 77 ik 'trPTRT RDrn: qfspfj’ trttit rrirtc iiqnftiTr 
RTif qf ift I 

gTR ^81 4l RTIT ^ RRRTirrtlR^ TTlf RTqffTRt ?ft3;gltrT 
urR aff fit 1 

TRfRT RR RTR rRiIRTT»fr fRRR 43 4( 3) ( 2R) ) CKI 
JI^ nrffRRt Yl RRk TiTR 5R nflfR^RT: ¥rTitTTT if RtPlR f*PRr 
4, RTfPff 1-8-77 »flq fsFirtRfipsr TR WTRlR 

RuftftlR ^ TR qm: ?kT ; — 

1 . ql^a T iRfqifR tfTRRW rtttrt ; 

>T)i4R3TT TtT RTEftR WR T^ fTk R) fT Rff 

qrkiTfr t^RTT3: ^ rett 4 i f jRlqik qtfkTkWT 
fV qff iRRT R31T gikiTr RfRT ♦ RT?3: fwR 4 kE^^ tfrciRiri: 
ftftq/TR TIT3I^''R REtWT Ir fPTT RTTR ?Rfl 4 ^ TR "RRRRT ^ kul 
xf) ^ !¥¥ epp 5 ktsflrffn: ^ RfHT knn t?'! 

^JT sqqpqt R¥ '^R RR RT' TefTTflR REP Rt fl si^TRiflf TTR I 

2 . fqTTOftjfR JlflqtfR t^iRT^ iqqTXiT ; 

faxRXH^iEt TT PRT'flR R?t flRT Rt fV faFTJtfEfaf 
t^TR^R if 5 fTtRfqf^ Rffq if iffR7 RfRT 1 
kE^R? RtRT rTwR ^ ^ffSTR-qf'ETR R RUff kiRT^ tlfl ?>i^ I 
RTR ft krnrpRfikt stffqiTt RTRfk 'qfRTRT ^ i- s- 77 ?r 

qRrkfl TT qtTTiff % PRET 93! t^qt RTT! TP RTT'D ?f 'REflff I 

[Ri> 3- 1 e/76-qf=TR‘>ff‘’] 

irro RTo T^pr,fRS»fTr qfn (f) 
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[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)^ 


New Delhi, the 18Lh July, 1977 

S.O. 2396.^ — Whereas a public notice for revising the 
local area of Port Blair and Wimbarlygunj Telephone Ex- 
change System was published as required by rule 434 
(III) (2c) of the Indian Telegraph Rules, 1951 in ihe News- 
papers in circulation at Andara.in Island inviting objections 
and suggestions from all persons likely to be affected thereby, 
within a period of 30 days from the date of publication 
of the notice in the Newspapers; 

And whereas the said notice was made available to the 
public on 1st February, 1977 and 2nd February, 1977 in 
'Andaman Times' and ‘Daily Telegraphs’ Port Blair and on 
6th February 1977 in ‘Anand Bazar Patrika’ Calcutta 
Newspapers, 

And whereas no objections and suggestions have been 
received from the public on the said notice; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of Iho power conferred by 
rule 434(111) (2c) of the said Rules, the Director General 
Posts and Telegraphs hereby declares that with effect from 
1-8-1977 the revised local area of Port Blair and Wimbarly- 
gunj shall be as under; 


1, Port Blair Telephone Exchange System : 

The local area of Port Blair shall cover an area falling 
under the jurisdiction of Port Blair Municipality; 

Provided that the telephone subscribers located outside 
Port Blair Municipal limit but who arc served from Pori 
Blair Telephone Exchange system shall continue to pay local 
tartffs as long as they arc located within 5 Kms. of any 
exchange system and remain connected to it. 

2. Womberlygunj Telephone Exchange System ; 

The local area of Wimbarlygunj shall cover an area 
falling within 5 Kms. radial distance from Wimberlygunj 
Telephone Exchange. 

Provided that this limit shall be restricted to sea coast 
in South and South West. 

Provided further that Wimberlygunj Telephone Exchange 
system will be converted from measured Rate to Flat Rate 
System with effect from 1-8-1977. 

[No. 3-18/76 PFIB] 
P. N. KAUL, Director (PHE) 


finnn 

4^ fxesO, 6 BL 197 7 

4ffo 41To 2397 : — tlXT (TThfrOT, rYt mpT), Pm 1965 ^ 31 IW ifel 9 ^ tJT fim 

(2), 12 tjT ffm (2) ^ wvi ( 41 ) xiVt: Pm 2i ^ ^ (1) aiTr tm wfwilt w spftn' 

Prtyr f It rrh rttr ^ 15 ^^ tjifPr wYr ^ rfmq’ (jfr Pnm ftm) ^ tjrRosnneJiYt) 3997 totr 12 

1964 Rfsr^(T^ *f Pt^Rlflfd XiYt W TTtf, tfxrf?!; 

(t) "m-1, mPT 3 Sr Rfinrcl % itnOT" mr iifrtT rftt ^ hi aWMY 

% P4R <TT, Prnftifiafl' 4fr 8 p 1 Fmf9d fTn — 


'rniff WpRfT sTTfaTTfl Tw ^ Jtanr Jnrfti- girw r uY 

trV *iYt ^ 

^ ^tTtTT t (Pm 11 ^ 
qtwnfl' ^ mil Sf) 
snfwrft I 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


^ ffftRtr TT ihiM (jRr 

fVwr) 

(l) ?iii fqrpgr (^[q fxqi'i ) 

TT ■nisT'wq, fff 


Sm rThttO (tiRo t^o T^o) (^) 

mRxftTI RTlJW^PPlR’f ('jfff) 


JJW Si'Ji fqrRtT (^fn ) qvft 

(^) R»fl 


(2) *wr fqqtxT (^) tt tetYrr, 


Xtfhnfl (tWot^ot^o^ fqqflTT* (^(fd j 

ITRRxfr'Tq ^rWlfimT (^) 


(^) 

1^41 1 (^In ) 


Rvfr 


RfT«r (^) 


Rf^ (5fR) 

^ ilwr fRRRT 
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'(m3'FTTnm:^rt3o, s, isuy 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(a) ^ ?t«T PnpTP (g1%) TT tM- 

'JPT, 

trftpfrrfr (tprorrot^Ho ) ’jw^wrPnliST (^) 

■3q'Srarrf^>p(^) 


( 4 ) ^ (jfir) 'TWlWT, 

4Rrw»fl<n ^fVwT%r?rF (^) 


i|sii^^^f5Tirav (jfir) 
g^JrwrfHiRnT (^) ^ 


^*w f’riWT ( '^(n ) 


(^) 

^WT ffnrtWi 
(^) 


^ Srwr PnwT 

(?^) 


(«■) “w^ 2 , fii*<M ?mT, 'S'^r 4 ” # ^ ^ ^rfanfr <pt #it3^" :ttw ijWip ^At: wr^t wi'ift 

^ TT ^ srf^n^TTf^ f^'Mt Jii^i, : — 


1 

n 

3 

4 

Awt fsntarwr ^ tpren 
ftrsTPi) 

( 1 ) Spit fspRRt ipr 

TnufTPT), 

frrafJTH snarw 

TtpriHI VWM 

mft 

( 2 ) firtHT (>J^) grntfiW, 

TTxf) m 

trpiftTtl *rS9W 

tTKTW 

Rsfr 

( 3 ) 39 ^tfrPwnir (gfrr) itr vrifwi, 

<mfH9 STEIW 

irnrfspr *r®9w 

H*fr 

( 4 ) 39 ^ PnwT (^) 99 wnfm, 

93T9 

HHt9I 

iJtprirpT STEJTST 

STWW 

HHt 


5 






^ ^PfT fiTtfirv 


^OT Awt Prtiw 


[wf Ho 17/l/76-tfl'] 
'^o <^Ho fH^nfin, Prtw 

DEPARTMENT OF SUPPLY 
New Delhi, the 6th May, 1977 

S.O. 2397 —In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-rule (2) of rule 9, Clause Cb) of sub-rule (2) of rule 12 and sub-rule (1) 
or ruL'24roadwitbrulc34ofthe Central CivilS:rvices(Classlfication,Control& Appeal) Rules, 1965, the President hereby directs that the 
following fu’thcr amendrnents shall bo made In the notification of the Government of India in the late Ministry of Industry and Supply 
(Department of Supply & Technical Development) No. S.R.O. 3687 dated the 12th October, 1964, namely :— - 

In the Schedule to the said notification,— 

(a) in “Part-T, General Centra 1 Service, Class III” for the heading “Chief Pay and Ax muts Officer’s Organisation” and the entires, 
thereunder, the following shall be substituted : — 


Designation of post. Appointing Authority Authority competent to impose penalties Appellate Authority 

and pencllles which it may imposa with 
reference to item numbers in rule 1 1 . 

Authority Penalities 

1 2 3 4 5 

“Chief Controller of Accounts Organisation 
(Department of Supply) 

(1 ) Office of the Chief Controller of Ac- 
counts. D:ptt,.of Supply, New Delhi. 

Junior Accounts Officer (SAS) Chief Controller of Chief Controller of All Secretary (Supply) 

Accounts (Supply) Accounts (Supply) 
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1 


2 

3 

4 

5 

All other post* 


Deputy Chief Con- 
troller of Accounts 
(Supi ly). 

Deputy Chief Con- 
troller of Accounts 
(Supply) 

All 

Chief Ccntrcllcrcf 
Accounts (Suf f ly) 

(2) Offico of the Controlbr of Account* 
(Supply) Calcutta. 





Junior Accounts Offlcei (S.A.S.) 

All other posts 


Chief Controller of 
Accounts (Supply) 
Controller of 

Accounts (Supply) 

Chief Controller of 
Accounts (Supply) 
Controller of 

Accounts (Supply) 

All 

All 

Secretary (Supply) 

Chief Controller of 
Accounts (Supply) 

(3) Office of the Deputy Controller 
Accounts (Supply), Bombay. 

of 





Junior Accounts Officer (S.A.S.) 


Chief Controller of 
Accounts (Supply) 

Chief Controller of 
Accounts (Supply) 

All 

Secretary 

(Supply) 

All other posts 


Deputy Controller of 
Accounts (Supply) 

Deputy Controller of 
Accounts (Supply) 

All 

Chief Coni I oiler cf 
Accounts (Supply) 

(4) Office of the Deputy Controller 
Accounts (Supply), Madras. 

Junior Accounts Officer (S.A.S.) 

All other posts 

of 

Chief Contr('llcr of 
Accounts (Supply) 
Deputy Controller of 
Accounts (Supply) 

Chief Controller of 
Accounts (Supply) 
D;puty Controller c f 
Accounts (Supply) 

All 

All 

Slccrctary 

(Supply) 

Chief Centre Her of 
Accounts (Supply) 

(b) in‘‘PaTtU,GenciralCentralS5ivicc,ClassIV”forthchcadmg“ailefPay and Accounts Officer’s Organisatior” and the entries 
relating thereunder, the following shall be substituted namely : — 

1 


2 

3 

4 

5 

‘Chief Controller of Accounts Organisation 
(Deplt. of Supply) 





(1) Offlx of the Chief Controller of 

Accounts (Doptt. of Supply), New Delhi, 




All Posts 


Head of Office 

Head of Office 

All 

Chief Controller of 
Accounts 

(2) Office of the Controller of Accounts 
(Supply) Calcutta, 





All p.^sts 


Head of Office 

Head of Office 

All 

Chief C introllcr of 
Accounts 

(3) Office of the Deputy Controller 
Accounts (Supply) Bombay 

cf 





All Posts 


Head of Office 

Head of Office 

All 

Clticf Controller of 
Accounts 

(4) Office of the Deputy Controller 

of 





Accounts (Supply) Madras 






All post.s 


Head of Office 

Head of Office 

All 

Chief Controller or 
Accounts 


[File No. )7/l/76-V] 
J. M, LYNGDOH, Director, 
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«I*T 

^ ftFsfr, 12 ^wr4, 197 7 

BIToWTo 2 398: — ^^ifriT Xm ft PT 

*r fapTiTt ^1 ir (»m?T) 

fHfllil!, TlfTftni^TTi I 

ifr 5W1W 17^ ^ »ixTO PrifrTplit wTx ftr i^ 

vl«i'lPi+ ft; 

?frT ftnifliT fTTix 5fil ft: Pxi'. fnilfftTiT 

fr»7TT BiaHlil ft, 

TT?;, WB, ^fWnfTRT f-^^rra wftrfftTrti, i<j47 {1947 %t 14 ) 
tiPT 7 ^ tfrf EiPr 10 li^Ttjpi ( 1 ) ft: 'Jxf («r) ypi 
sren uTr^^nrf "fi ifntF ^pft; 50,, ipjnr ^rnTp sW-fw 
pIww ^fer ^Pift ft fimft; ifrapflx trftwrftft >sft fOTixftw 
ftlft, fPW ^WIPiT iUrm it ?tin tflX fft^T7 TT 
wftnrxw virtqfiiTififTr ft: Mpri 'iTpfr ft 1 

"fTif Yipfpq'i jfViTx (vrpTT) YiPfiTirrjtJi ft: iiKTtj- 

?iw ^:r PrPrfTf^ ( i ) ^ i^iro ^ipiti-jt, 

0 102, fii) ^41 oiTo TpriX^l^i at *5 Ho 5, 

(iii) -(ft- ' ^pfsjT xro ho n. (iv) «fl' 

f'BTTTHHHjl x^HlTHrHf, JTo Ho 29, Hp (v ) ’XT HPo 
dio Ho 521 TT 12 HHflpx, 197 c 

ftr H'nr h HrnfiTH hthh ^HinrfHH nr ? nfft h?V, m 

^ HfHfipp fftHT Ol^HTH ft: ifFXP ft ? ” 

[ho 1^0-2 9 01 2/13/77-^10 III-YTo] 
?fl 0 HHTHVH, 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR 
ORDER 

New Delhi, the 12th July, 1977 

S.O, 2398.— Whereas, the Central Government is of 
opinion that an industrial disputes exists between the em- 
ployers in relation to ihe management of ^tcssr.s Dalmia 
Cement (BharatJ Limited, Dalmiapuram and their workmen 
in respect of the matlers specified in the Schedule hereto 
annexed; 

And, whereas, the Central Government considers it desir- 
able to refer the said dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 7 A, and clause (d) of sub-section (1) of Seciion 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Cen- 
tral Government hereby constltuntes an Industrial Tribunal 
of which Shri T, N. Singaravelu shall be the Preiiding Offi- 
cer wilh headquarters at Mardas and refers the said dispnic 
for adjudication to the said Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

‘'Whether the Management of Dalmia Cement (Bh.irat) 
Limited, Dalmiapuram was justified in di.smissina 
the following workmen viz. (ii Sri M. Natarajan, 
T. No. 192; (ii) Sri M. Ramaswamy, P. No. 5; 
(iii) Shri Kecranur Periaswamy, T. No. II; (iv) 
Shri Chinnakampatty Ramaswamy, T. No. 29 and 
(v) Shri R. Natachimuthu, T. No. 521, fjom service 
with effect from 12th October, 1976? 

If not, to what relief the said workmen are entitled to?” 

INo. D29012/13/77-DIIIB] 

V, VELAYUDHAN. Under Secy. 


Hft fftwT, 13 Hf, 1977 

BHo WT 02399 ; — ftOTftH http, HTTIT) THTH (RHTf4t|Ht 
HftJ'fttffTHli wfuftHH, 1971 (l971 Tt 40) ^ 

tfiXT 3 cm Hcyr Difwifr tt spftH imt gif, hptt htttt ft: 

Tftr wthth t) 't'o tto wp 3622 , 

Hrfrar 9 fHHmr, 1971 fTRfHfftrr wP htthh tthI ft, 
hhIh - — 

■HHH ft: ftftftr Ti Himft Jr, htth ( 1 ) h <pt srfftfP 

ft: »tlH IT fHHfHf4rT XWT TtHHr, RTP : — 

"h^ Rr^, TlHirr tih RffttR fftrftr hhsh tpwrc 
f^Pi” 

[Ho t^o 1 1 01 9( 4)/77-ftfotIHi- 1 ] 

New Delhi, the 12ih May, 1976 

S.O. 2399. — In exercise of the powers conferred by sec- 
tion 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unnauthorised 
occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the Central Government 
hereby makes the following further amendment in the noti- 
fication of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Works and Hoasing No. S.O. 3622, dated the 7th September, 
1971, namely : — 

In the table below the said notification, for the entry in 
column (1), the following shall be substituted, namely : — 

“Joint Commissioner, Coal Mines Provident Fund OrstiF 
nisation Dhanbad, Bihar.” 

INo, A. 11019(4)/77-PF.l] 

Rfiqw 

Hf fCPSft. 14 cjTtt, 1977 

TTo RTo 2400: — HTTH ft: msm, HTH 2, RV* 3 , gHRrrj 
(ii), 1.5 THtpft, 1076 Jr 155 199 HT HTrfftHT HTOT 

HTTP % "STH HtSTHH tV OftT^THt Ho Tro Rfo 193, Hpfil' 

6 atHHfr, 1 9 7 1 Jr fttftH 11,*! "HTrTPJT" ft: WP HT "hTPIT'’ 

I 

[HoUHo 3S013/3 5/76-HRoHrfo) 

CORRIGENDUM 
New Delhi, the 14th July, 1977 

S.O. 2400. — In the notification of the Government of 
India in the Ministry of Labour No, S.O, 193, dated the 
6th January, 1977 published in (he Gazette of India Pap II 
section 3, sub-section II dated the 15th January, 1977, al 
page 199, in line 13, for Majnlloor read 'Manjalloor'. 

[No. S. 380l3/35/76-Hl] 
Fftrfr, 1 ,5 arprf , 1977 

Tic RTo 2401 : — ftpfrH HTTP, THHTfT TTTH HlHr Wftl- 
PlHH, 1948 (l94S Tt 34) T) 01^1 9 IT ft: HTH HfSH, STTH 

88 CPr HTH irfftHHl Tt HhIh Trft grr. HpnjV ft 

f-tWCHT TiTtBTHT Jr fiTHrftIH ftrflTT rV I Tw HT^T HH ft: Tft- 
HtItHT HTT xrftrfHHH T iftfTT HTHTt ft: HPtf 3 

H tI hthtthT Hfirfbi h fftfftfftp: RnfsT ft: firtr wr ftHl ft i 



2618 


[Part II — Sec. 3(iJ5] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JULY 30, 1977/SRAVANA 8, 1899 




Wlrio FTTWlP FT TFl 

srqfh' 

1 

2 

3 

1. 

qrfPwrTTT mi^ ^FnFTT 

I arqtT, 19 73 ^ 13 ww 


^T^i^rT PTftriT, tnfpr 

19 76 tTF, pJTTTh tTR TTTTVw 


1 

»ff rrfwM ftl 

2 . 

qtfpRlWT ptfhWT 

27 TrfW, 1973 ft, 13 


Pi r+1 ^■fS , 

WFW, 197 6 wt Pw# mr 


wnirpTr^ stVt 

fTTvfW <fV 'tfritPw ft 1 

3. 


1 2 srfpT, 1 9 7 3 iv 13 wqw, 


f^pPim, WSPTTh 1 

1976 ?PF Mt hW TTfVnr 



'fV Ttfwpw ft 1 


2 . ^ ^ f-TWOlfflrff : — 


( 1 ) fsraSr "Ml'TrO 

T^, f^rait ^ irr^ sfr nV 'ettIwh 

(2) ^ 5^ ^ %■ ^raPr 

^ st^Phtt^ wtt ^rra tIH, ^ ? 

7a 'crfii^^Hi im ^ ^ ^ ^ arft^ 

?t ^ aw afwrat % waiiF' tt awF ^ T(^ ; 

( 3 ) ^ sjFfT <wftr ^ Ora iifi ^ wrwtf jft 

3rT ^ iff ar a arfw pFa artfif ; 

( 4 ) ^ iFPwrjr ^iT Pram, ^ trxfa ift wrw f3ra% 
^VTTiT ^ 'FTT'rra t’" afaPraa sra^axa «tt 
(M r w^f Twia ‘aw aafa' ^ w fr)i 
infr MirPnat, fl% awr t fiH frat fafirPcaf afiw 
^ at wMfr ^tar (arsTFa) fafaaa i950 
«fr a<fR aw aafa iffr araa ^ «ff 1 

(5) Para am aw afWiaa 'fT am 4 ,'! vTaaam (1) 
^ a^ pT^ Ppar aar PrOwa, ar Praa w 
w PrPm Trfaaa •FT^ aar warO, — 

(i) am 44 ^ aaam (i) t a#T, aw aafa 

ifr arw ar af fwfr ^ fafaPaar w 

artrrPra w 7 r ^ aatwra ; ar 

(ii) af aPaPrfirw % a^ww Pf vaaRT 
TTw afar (arama) PrPraa, is 50 ittt aar- 
'TPSw aMaa aPr afa^ aw aafa % Paa 
Tit aa 5r ar aiff; ar 

(iii) ai aPrPrPiw wrrtiaaPwTaf^ wM^faaPw 

jtTT Pra aa aa 'Fraaf W, Pwtf afwTrwa, 
la afa^^wT % atfta ^ ar ar w:a 

aV an^ m ^ aPr aa itwt wt ^ar t ar 
af'; ar 

(iv) a^ afapTpm am a aaVwr^ Pf m aafw 

^ ^Tth, 4 Ta aw aarurt ^ # afirPrarr 

a aaa^u a, pa Pia^r aaiarff ar aijarmr 
frar aar ar ar aif) 1 


fawfafwa wP arP tr ftra rmw (Tar: — 

(ai) aaia ar a«aafija Pratar P aParr amrr fV w 
m par araaRT P fat aartw PrOwa ar war aa- 
arff araraar aaarar ^ ar 

(w) pt aara ar a^aafifa Prafwr Pi aPrafartVa PraP 
aar^, wm, waPaa ar a^a afrar t fwft tf 
afta aaa ar aPar amn aPr aa% aarPr "afw t 
M’lari amri Pf w aafwaf tr PfaPw tPt 
% Para a aaPaa paf aw af^ apr aar armaa, 
pt PrfiwiF ar sRa qaarP % aattr ar^ apr 
aaiFf Tpw wt P, ar aif prP arawP P fat 
a araiiaai aaFp S ; ar 

(a) aaia ar w^aa^r faafwr aP, aa% arPawrf ar aaar 
^ ar pt faaP ^fw ^P pt aarwt, Faraaj aaaf^ra 
ar i»Fa afrarf a arar ara, ar pt ftap »afta aP 
faaar arP a aw PrParar ar wa qaarP" t ara 
aa fawra qrrp ^ irfwaw aam t Pf w wWtP, 
?r qafw arar ; 

(a) pt armPr, i-araa , araPaa ar a?a afrar t ai' 
w fwfr ' ar a*a awrPa aP wra" 

Parr war ar aat asra Pari 

*areatWT nraa 

w araP t ^tPwr aara t ^ Paf araaaar iP af t) 
aa'rfqr at P Pw aarPraarF, FtlaiP ma tfar fPaa aP 
faarrfTar Pr a am gp 1 aarfa, a^ aarPw ftrar tttt t 
PF Faffa nWrfaF ^^arr w % wfaF ^ % Pqa qaa ^ 1 aij 
tf aarPw pFar arm ft If gaiP^ff aara t PP t MV 
«F fw ar afawr aara aiifr aiar 1 

[toa»To 3S0J4/22/76-aaeWlfo] 

New Delhi, 15th July, 1977 

S.O. 2401 . — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 
88 of the Employees' State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), 
read with section 91 A of the Act, the Central Government hereby 
exempts the Central Industrial Security Force Personnel deplo- 
yed at the factories as specified in the Table given below from 
the operation of the said Act, for the period specified in the 
corresponding entry in column 3 of the Table aforesaid. 

TABLE 


S.No. Name of factory Period 

1 2 3 

1. Fertilizer and Chemicals From 1st April, 1973 upto and 

Travancore Limited, Ud- inclusive of 13th August, 

yogmandal. 1976. 

2. Fertilizer and Chemicals From 27th April, 1973 upto and 
Travancore Limited ;Cochin inclusive of 13th August 
Division) Ambalamedu; and 1976. 

3. Hindustan Insecticides From 12th April, 1973 upto and 

Limited, Alwaye. inclusive of 13th August, 

1976. 
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2. Tb* above exemption is subject to the following condi- 
tioni, namely : — 

(1) The aforesaid factory wherein the employees arc emplo- 
yed shall maintain a register showing the names and 
designations of the exempted employees; 

(2) Notwithstanding this exemption, the employees shall 
continue to receive such benefits under the said Act 
which they might have become entitled to on the basis 
of the contributions paid prior to the date from which 
exemption granted by this notification operates; 

(3) The contributions for the exempted period, if already 
paid, shall not be refunded; 

(4) The employer of tee said factory shall submit in respect 
of the period during which that factoiy was subject to 
the operation of the said Act (wereinafter referred to as 
the said period), such returns in such form and containing 
such particulars as were due from it, in respect of the 
said period under the Employees’ State Insurance 
(General) Regulations, 1950; 

(5) Any Inspector appointed by the Corporation under 
subsection (1) of section 45 of the said Act, or other 
OfiSclal of the Corporation authorised in this behalf 
shall, for the purpose of — 

(1) varifying the particulars contained in any return 
submitted under sub-section (1) of section 44 of 
the said period; or 

(il) ascertaining whether registers and records were 
maintained as required by the Employees’ Slate 
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for the said 
period; or 

(iii) ascertaining whether the emploj'ces continue to be 
entitled to benefits provided by the employer in 
cash and kind being benefits in consideration of 
which exemption is being granted under this notiti' 
cation; or 

(iv) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the 
Act has been complied with during the period when 
such provislos were in force in relation to the said 
factory; 

be empowered to— 

require the principal or immediate employer to 
furnish to him such information as he may consider 
necessary; or 

(b) cntci- any factory, establishment, office or o her 
premises occupied by such principal or immediate 
employer at any reasonable time and require any 
person found incharge thereof to produce to such 
Inspector or other official and allow him to examine 
such accounts, books and other documents relating 
to the employment of persons and payment of 
wages or to furnish to him such information as he 
may consider necessary; or 

(c) examine the principal or immediate employer, his 
agent or servant, or any person found In such factory, 
establishment, office or other premises, or any 
person whom the said Inspector or other official 
has reasonable cause to believe to have been an 
employee; or 


(d) make copies of or take extracts from, any register, 
account book or other document maintained in such 
factory, establishment, office or other premises. 

EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM 

It has become necessary to give retropsective efl'ect to the 
exemption in this case, as the recommendation of the Director 
General, Employes’ State Insurance Corporation for the grant 
of exemption was received late. However, it is certified that the 
Central Industrial Security Force Personnel have been found 
eligible for exemption. It is also certified that the grant of 
exemption with retrospective effect will not affect the interest of 
anybody adversely. 

[No. S, 38014/22/76-Hl] 

Wo WTo 2402- — 4r75bT fiTWr, irjr ^ 

ft; 4ms irnTT Am »TnPT, musi psnh 

A mAs ftqftPT xfVt: wWrFrift tI ajtitKii tft it 
g) Af ^ ftt wrarf) ftft nVr tisW Amrir wFuftAA, 

1952 (l 952 W 19) ^ AAgfA AAA fATAA sf) AP]; fVff Aft 
ATfttr; 

xr?f: STA, AAA AftlftaH ft ATTr 1 ft AAART ( 4 ) im 
STAA AftAAlf AT STItft Atft gff ftlfft ATATT AAA RfffftAA % 
ATATJ AAA AAIAA ft APJ AAft ^ I 

aif wfegwAr 28 Atrftt 1977 ft Ahiff arreft 1 

[AoqSTo 350I0( 262)/77-*f1'ot(A;o-2] 

S.O. 2402. — Whereas it appears to the Central Govern- 
ment that the employer and the majority of the employees 
in relation to the establishment known as Messrs 
Dipak Industries, Bhatar Road, Majura Bhagal, Surat, have 
agreed that the provisions of the Fmployees’ Provident Funds 
and MiscellanTOUs Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should 
be made applicable to the said establishment; 

Now, therefore, in c-xcrcise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of section 1 of the said Act, the Central Gov- 
ernment hereby applies the provisions of the said Act to 
the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force 
on the twenty-eighth day of February, 1977. 

[No. S. 35019/262/77-PF.U] 

Wo Wo 2403 -—AA: fttfft AVATT ft Ag AftA l(ftT | 
ftt 4 a 4 tftA sfftAJA (ATW) ftrftftf, 50 TTAAFTA ATfff 
Aa, -119X1 fATAA A^AA f-lft JIA* ftr Anftrrftft ft A^- 

AATT VT ART AT A^AA ft Af ^ ftr wWtft wftxA ftfff ftTT 
AAfftr AAAAr XjfAftAA 1 952 (l 95 2 AT la) AAArr AAA 
TATAT ft APJ ftiV Aft Arfftr ; 

WA: WA, AAA wfuftAA ft HTTt 1 ft AAtfPT ( 4 ) JTTT 
AAA vrftAAj AT AaVt ATft JA ftftA ATATT AAA wfAftAA % 
AA3EA AAA AAIAA ft API Artft I 

Aff WpAgAAT 1 At 4, 19 7 6 ft AAAT Iff AAft Apftr | 

[Ao r^o 3501 7( 6)/77-'fVoAATo 2(i)] 

S.O. 2403. — Whereas it appears to the Central Govern- 
ment that the employer and the majority of the employees 
in relation to the establishment known as Messrs 
Ibis Projects (Private) Limited, 50 Raj Ballav Saha Dane, 
Howrah, have agreed that the provisions of the Employees 
Provident Funds and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1932 



2620 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA ; JULY 30. 1977/SRAVANA 8, 1899 


(19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the said aetablish- 
tneut; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of section 1 of the said Act, the Central Gov- 
ernment hereby applies the provisions of the said Act to 
the said cstablishinent. 

This nolificatioB shall be deemed to have come into force 
on the first day of March, 1976. 

[No. S, 35017(6)/77-PF.n(i)l 

^tTo WIo 2 40 4 . — ■ TM T r V irtffSiT Hbt xi*R 

sniW ;3wtr siftTriftT, 19 .S 2 (1952 lo) ef) etrt 6 ^ 

a a I SI Sf>T tttffT Si fs'SH 

ir wTwwft srh 4 % Ttsfor 1 ttr#, i 976 # #fV?r 

(tru^i) Orfh^T, 50 Tprosm w urttrar, trrh«p 

WFPt Tt ^ Spfftpff % ftT7 fafTfro »[R7ft ^ I 

[tfo tpT" 3S017( fl)/77-qVot^O'2(ii)] 


S.O. 2404. — In exercise of the powers conferred by the 
first proviso to section 6 of the Employees' Provident Fun^ 
and Mbcellaneous Provisions Act, l952 (19 of 1952), the 
Central Government, after making necessary cnqiiiiy into 
the matter hereby specifies with effect from the first day of 
March, 1976, the establishment known as Messrs Ibis Pro- 
jects (Private) Limited, 50, Raj Ballav .Saha Lane, Howrah, 
for the purposes of the said proviso. 

[No. S. 35017(6)/77-Pl'.II(ii)] 

^tToWTo 2 40 5. — tPt: rTWR ^ iTf ttlfFt lltwr ft f«F 

inff 2 3-nTrFt itv, irtpTiTtT-i ffmv prm t 

fffiftTW kflr ^ jtjtpptt w wri 'r Fippi 

^‘r »it t fT rPtsit firfh tftv sRfti)' tswR Rf*rFntw, 1052 
( 1032 Ttr 19 ) % ■3W«r WET 4?r TrEI fiirrr 3114 

iRT w, krfhfffhiT snrr 1 <(4 avniiti (4) irt 

trm tnfwff tpfFr ^R^ gra: 4:Rfk irvur wt F'ftrPFFr % 

^ 4Rlft ^ I 

29 'frwA, i97fi ^ sttjrT rFRft irrmfV I 
[rfo Tnro .150 1 7( 7)/77Jft''mri-' 2(i)] 

8.0. 2405.— Whereas it appears to the Central Govern- 
ment that the employer ana the majority of the employees 
in relation to the establishment known as Messrs 
Yam Developments, 2.3-Brabourne Road, Calcmta-1 have 
agreed that the provisions of the Employees' Provident Funds 
and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should 
be made applicable to the said establishment; 

Now, thercfoic, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of section 1 of the said Act, the Central Gov- 
ernment hereby applies the provisions of the said Act to 
the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come info force 
on the twenty-nlneth day of February, 1976. 

INo. S. 35017(7) /77-PF. ll(i)) 
aiTo WTo 2 40 6.— *R7[7T7 Ti h l f) ffffe «f)r 

sraW ^(wtT xifhfim, 1952 ( igsiwt 19 ) af) urt r ar tm 
'Rrgat jm 'trfiFwf 411 ttbVr <(r 4 grr. fiPET Sr 

m a vua. artfl" 4 r 4 % 'Tvsntj 29'fi'*ifl, 1976 ?r in-J 
23 traW flT, ‘fOtTTTTT'l ITFV FHIMH ^ % 

[tiotFTo 3 50 1 7( 7)/7 7-<fl'0t(4i= 2{ii)] 
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S.O. 2406.— In exercise of the powers conferred by the 
nnt proviso to section 6 of the tmployees Provident Funds 
and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1932 (19 of 1957), the 
Central Government, after making necessary enquiry into the 
raat'Cr, hereby speLities with effect from the twcniv nineth 
day of February, 1976 the establishment known a.s Messrs 
Yarn Developments, 23-Brabourne Road. Calcutta- 1. for 
the purposes of the said proviso. 

[No. S. 35017(7)/77-PF,lI(ii)] 


WTi’ 2 40 7.— aff: ffr-RT ifr ^ fit 

fbrff 'fitiTi jaf 'Hi'RM >34^, 2, ft?, ffrar I'qrTff 4 

0^1 .a fffatiTT tftT! 4i4-4ir<.41 Tt ajrpjar Tff inff tt JT,?qq- gj 

fff S' FftRa firFff wlr rjiarff iffFirFffaT, 1952 

( 1 952 ifT ! 9 ) % tJTT WIT'TT f^Ttr srrT "aiffd 

RFT. OT, !stbjf4aq' 4ff trrrr j ^ ittorf ( 4 ) jitr 
STTFr I)rft=r'ff ITT spfTT 'IRf grr 4-TjT ffr?;rt: T+T ■q'ra'PffffJT 
tJTT Tsrm 4rt TPJ UTRft S ' 

45 RftT^ffT 1 ^^TFH 19 70 44 Rglf) tgrr^ I 

[ffo tPT 3 501 7 ( 25)/7 6JfVo'F1i3 2] 

S.O. 2407. — Whereas it appears to the Central Govern- 
ment th.it the employer and the majority of the employees 
in relation to tno cstepliitiment Known as Messrs 
Ganesh Durga Fon Works, 2, Makardah Road, Howrah 
have agreed that the provisions of the Employees' Provident 
Funds and Miscellaneous Provisions Ad, 1952 (19 of 1952) 
should be made applicable to the said establishment; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of .section 1 of the said Act, the Central Gov- 
ernment hereby applies the provisions of the said Act to 
the Said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force 
on Ihe first day of July, 1976. 

INo. S. 35017(25 )/76-PF. fl] 


4»to erto 2 40 0.— TO ^rrjfrtr nvm ^ JTf[ prr ^ It 

Siau-fl, 8-3fl froror (jifFr ffffr, Pt^tot'R tiRjrr 

TOTO f%*rr Tcr ffmr rttto 4 ffpftii'fr nfk 

44 ggroar to tot it qftTO (4 nf | T^TOff 1414 
rJt 444 “1 TWet TfEiPiir, 1952 (l952 Tr 19 ) 41 TTgra' 

^ TTOET wr^j frff to4 1 

to: to, ^ rFo-FtTO 44 TOR 1 44 RTTOtir ( 4 ) IFtT 
aiE vrftroft tt tpiFr 4 r 4 gff ipcfti fRirrt, trriirffa'T ik 
3TOTO ^ TOTTff Tt FFff TRff \ \ 

45 .11 TOTO, 1973 44 Efflfr TlTOff I 

[4° 35019 ( 88)/7.5 ffto 2 ] 


S.O, 2408. — Whereas it appears to the Central Govern- 
ment that the employer and the majority of the eniployeca 
in relation to the e.stablishmcnt known as Messrs Detcons, 
R-C Vithal Udyognagar, Vallabh Vidyanapar, Tahika Anand, 
District Kaira, have agreed that the prodslons of the Hm- 
ployeea’ Provident Funds and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 
1952 (19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the said 
establishment ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-.section (4) of section 1 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby applies the provisions of the said Act 
to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force 
on the thirty-first day of August, 1973 

[No, S. 35019/88/75-PF, II] 
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l(JoWTo2 409- — iffT: W IfFfh- g)fn ^ 

CTO® itjjrT, ftfifTspr '^, srriT'T'TT ^rtr^ ^^(rT'H 'T 
fjftnsrv iftT "ift wfff'S’n qr jt^^t ^ qf ^ 

f5p qrjT^Tt 'trf^tpi f^ftr jrqftnT ^qi«r?n flfsrPrq-ir, 1952 
(1952 qq 19) % ♦^nh h qrr^ ^qrfsTr ; 

*pt: qjf, ^ trfwPrinT af?T mn 1 ifl ^trm ( -i ) 

WT 5iPMq'f qn" jpfrq qrcff jit IrTjffq- jrqqnr ^rfafqqiT % 
wrrq Tt ^tpt ^ 1 

28 qrrqO, 1973 qil ' 

[ifo trq-o 3S019 (iii)/77-4To f^02] 

S.O. 2409. — Whereas it appears to the Central Govern- 
ment that the employer and the majority of the employees 
in relation to the establishment known as Messrs. Manhar 
& Company. Difivijya Plot, Jamnagar have agreed that the 
provisions of the Employees’ Provident Eunds and Miseella- 
neous Provisions Act, 1952 tl9 of 1952), should be made 
applicable to the said establishment ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers eonfciieJ by 
sub-section (4) of section 1 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby applies the provisions of the said Act 
to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force 
on the twenty-eighth day of February, 1973. 

[No. S, 35019(11 1 )/73-PF. Ill 

^TToWTo 2410, — IPT: q’T.’HR Tt TTtfttT ifffilT ^ fV 

2 i->ftT^T qiPTvm-p qFtT T’irm »J 
fqqWp tu inr tt ^ qi ^ 

fip qnWTTi vrfqiig fqftr xflr tmfpir ij'TJFtr irftrfirtFT, 1952 

( 1952 qq 19 ) % 13T!F!J TTq Tt ffn]; fTT -jn^ ^jipr ; 

*Rr: w, Trq iqfsrf^ qft etnT 1 if! wjm (4) jm 
sp^q nrfftTiff qrr tprrq * 177 ^ gtr rrrTir qrr uftjfim % 
^twsT OTq FTm tTri[, 1 

q? 3 rftJ^[qqT 1 'Frqff, 1976 nfj ^ JTqrft TfriFfT I 

[^fo rpro 35017( 32)/76-qTo mfio 2 ] 

S.O. 2410. — Whereas it appears to the Central Govern- 
ment that the employer and the majority of the employees 
in relation to the establishment known as Messrs. Ascon 
Controls, 21-Gourlaha Street, Calcutta-700006 have agreed 
that the provisions of the Employees' Provident Funds and 
Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should be 
made applicable to the said establishment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of section 1 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby applies the provisions of the said Act 
to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force 
on the first day of February, 1976. 

[No. S. 35317'.<2).'76-PF. Ill 

woWTo 2411. — qq: %f^Vq qmT qfr qi[ tpfhr ^ ftt 
niflii afspr fhetr (aix^e) PiPhS*, 12 , ^f^wr 
7 ^, qiHsmi - 1 qrqqt Fqrqq ^ qrqqtr Prq't' 4 "K xfVr qr^^rrffqf 
q?r q^jfqqr tf qrq qr q^rqq ^ q^ J Pf qi 4 «ilT iTfqrar Prfg- 
Vl 5 SiqlM qqqvg- xrfkrtqrrq, 19. 5 2 (l952 iq 19)% 

Fqiqq %T Ptaj vi i-j ] 

wq: OT, qqq ^rftrPtqq »ft tqrr i %t qqtqqr ( 4 ) im 
Jtqqr yiPrdq'i TT MqPi qnpt %qfPT qrqqr qqq xrPrPrqq % 
qqqair ^ 4,3 t^iiHu %1 n uj^ qrorT ^ i 

qq wPtt^iw 1 irnrot, 1975 %r spjtt qqifV unTpf)- 1 

[qo trqo 35017 ( 49 )/ 77 -q)'o t^o 2 (i)] 


S.O. 2411. — Whereas it appears to the Central Govern- 
ment that the employer and the majority of the employees 
in relation to the establishment known as Messrs. Ashok 
Woollen Mills (Private) Limited, 12, India Exchange Place, 
Calcutta-1 have agreed lhaf the provisions of the Employees’ 
Provident Funds and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 
(19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the said esta- 
blishment ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of section 1 ol Ihe said Act, the Central 
Government hereby applies the provisions of the said Act 
to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force 
on the first day of August, 1975. 

[No. S. 35017(49) -TT-PF. Jl(i)] 
4rTowTo2 4i2. — %qftq fFipp: qqTqrfT FpriqT PtPj qqpaf 

qqqvtj ajfqfqqq, 1952 (1952 44 19) %) ttPT 6 % qqq 
JPT qq'H siPannl TT qqpi qrrrq fqqq ^ qrqvqqi qfq 

1^% % qiiqqj 1 xFiFF. 1 975 % #qit qnfr'F pr^q- (jttif^i) 

Pi Ph 4 4 , 12, 1 rnqtqaf , qnqqqn-i qrqq ^xpqqqitqqq 

q % qqtqqf % pTt( PtPnPtve, ^ sd) ^ i 

[qo r^o 3301 7( 49)/77-<fP‘’ qq;o 2 (ii)] 

S.O. 2412. — In exercise of the powers conferred by the 
first proviso to section 6 of the Employees' Provident Funds 
and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), the 
Central Government, after making necessary enquiry into 
the matter, hereby specifies with effect from the iirst day of 
August, 1975 the cstabli.shment known _as Messrs, .\shok 
Woollen Mills (Private) Limited, 12, India Exchange Place, 
Calcutta-1, for the purpose.s of the said proviso. 

[No. S, 35017(49)/77-PF. U(ii)] 
fiTogfjo 2 4 13. — qq: 'fqfi a qrqqT qff qij RfPln fffqr ^ fr 

fqsrPy qf) 'Brsq’’ i™? sP qqqqP (tt?^) pTpqS?, 23-qt, 
ipnq TtT, qqrqqrr -i,qTqqT ^qnrq & fqqpqr »1 v4- 

qifrqf %P q^qwr VT ^Jq qr «pf qf t ftt qTtqTTft qf^sq 
fqfq ’[fTT qwq wffffqqff, 1952 (1952 qq 19 )% qwff 
Tqq wqm qff hej P^ff qn% qiP^ ; 

qq: qq, qftrPTqq ffpq 1 %P qqmrT ( 4) rrn 
qqq uiPqqa) qq qqtq qiq^ jff %7jpr qiq,i', qqq qfbfqqq % 
tjqqqj qqq qqrqq %t qnj qrb^V ^ 1 

q^ qft T^ q qi 1 44^=47;, 1 g 7 5 qip 3 ^ qqiPr TPFfP 1 

[ffoUqs 350 17 ( 50)/77-'ProqTo 2(1)] 

S.O. 2413.- — Whereas it appears to the Central Govern- 
ment that the employer and the majority of the employees 
in relation to the establishment known as Messrs Bihanjl 
Fibre and Tea Industries (Private) Limited, 23-B, Nctaji 
Subhas Road, Calcutta-1, have agreed that the provisions of 
the Employees' Provident Funds and Miscellaneous Provi- 
sions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952j. should be made applicable 
to the -Said establishment ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of llic powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of section 1 of the said Act, the .Central 
Government hereby applies the provisions of the said Act 
to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force 
on the first day of November. 1975. 

[No. S, 35017(50) /77-PF. IKD] 

qToqTo24i4. — %qfpq qrqqq' qtffqrfp qf^sq Pqfq tfrf 3%P4 
sqqrq qptrfqqq. 1952 (l952 qq 19) %p fflFT 6 % WF 
-prqyF im qqqi ?rf^ qq tRlff 414^ gff, pqqq qr^Kq^ 
qtq % 94^1^ 1 dTHf, 197 5 % qfft ^ 

trer aqqq^ (^) 23-qP, ^qpfP ^qiq THTTB- 1 
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^ Tr ^ spfrsRf ^ 

¥T?0 !r I 

[Ro r^o 35017 {50j/77-'fFo 2 (ij)] 

5.0. 24J4.— In exercise of the powers conferred by tho 
first proviso to section 6 of the Employees’ Provident Funds 
and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1*152), the 
Central Government, after making necessary enquiry into 
the matter, hereby specifics with effect from the Drst day of 
November, 1975, the establishment known as Messrs Bihariji 
Fibre and Tea Industries (Private) Limited, 23-B, Netaji 
Subhas Road, Calcutta-1 for the purposes of the s.iid pro- 
viso. 

[No. S, 35017/50/77-PF. Il(ii)] 

Wis <Tr« 2 IIS- — rpt: %nfhT rnW Vt iffr SRfpT fFtT t fV 

effo fffiqT PVT 13/l tlFfffffXPT Tffe, ^PtTTTT- 1 TRT 

wrm pits fmfpirjr sffr jfnKrTnfr ^ tp wt tt 

tn: ffiPPT ft pf ? f% ffTftr aV: sniW •jtf'j 

Tt f s rfffu rT, 1 fl32 ( 19.52 fT 19) 'jqif'H rffTTT Tt ffPT 
ftttr Hlfft^ ; 

em- RT t3W RferfffW # tnrr i «ift OTiim (4) rm 
smt irrMfff itT tpfpr vvij ^ 

^J¥fT TerFTff vr ffP]; TTift | I 

Ilf 1 1973 <ftt tr^tr ff imft ^jrrtnft 1 

[ffo 1^0 35017 (5l)/77 *[70 PT«-2] 

5.0. 2415.— Whereas it appears to the Central Govern- 
ment that the employer and the majority of the employees 
in relation to the establishment known as Mes.srs Mishra 
and Company, 13/1, Armenian Street, CaJcutta-1 have agreed 
that the provisions of the Employees' Provident Funds and 
Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) should be 
made applicable to the said establishment ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
lub-section (4) of section 1 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby applies the provisions of the said Act 
to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force 
on the first day of September, 1975. 

[No. S. 35017/51 /77-PF. II] 

TT*Sne 2 416.— ITT. TOlK Tit tif tffftlT fffiT J fV 

SfTOT ffTd, Rt-23 <ft TTR ffTfe-13 fffo rffo 

Tl4 •TfTffT, TsrC-3i itmi Tffm ffwni fffiftjw 
sfTr fuTsfrFqJ Vt stjwrr fff vtff tt fffffT ^ iit ^ fr 
S(filV 4 fhftr xfit: TPfftr trfttfRlTlT, t952 (lUSZTlt 19 ) ip 

tiqSrtr sj-iM ^ IHU ^ ^Tfi]’ fs>i.[ ^i*) '^i[ijr[ 1 

xPTi va, T>7 fff tl 1 ^ sm d 1 51 ( 4 ) 5Ttt 

1(1 Pm a 1 Tff tltfFr yff ffr^rn; ’STT RfuPi'tff ^ 

99«t^tT r*TT*PT ^ ITT^ ^ I 

xrftT^^Ffr 3 1 r^d'wri, 1 9 7 5 ^ itfft tnnfr vrupfl 1 
[itu 3501 8 ( 48)/77-fro ffTo 2] 

S.O. 2416. — Whereas il appears to the Central Govern- 
ment that the employer and the majority of tho employees 
in relation to the establishment known as Messrs Bharat 
Mechanical Works H-23. Shriram Industrial Estate, 13-G.D. 
Ambckar Road, Wadala, Bombay-31, have agreed that the 
provisions of the Employees’ Provident Funds and Miscella- 
neous Provisions Act. 1952 (19 of 19512). should be made 
applicable to the said establishment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of section 1 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby applies the provisions of the said Act 
to the said establishment. 


This notification shall be deemed to have come into force 
on the thirty-first day of December, 1975. 

[No. S. 35018/4R/77-PF. If] 

^tTo WTo 2 41 7.— w: ^TTJtW WIHili: ITR RTfiT | fTt 

Tim «■??[, qroTT jfrt TTflFt, fniTT TffTTT if IFTI 

fmftxpp xflr TtiTffTfmf tI tt htt tt ^7 irf ^ 

fr 4>i['HTft vrfqR- Pifa- xflT wWr TWff xiftthm, 1952(1952 
TT 19 ) 3|t TTffiTT 3ffT TTITT fTff 3rr7 Tlfipi , 

Rff W, TfT ?Tlff(TTT 771 fflTl 1 ^71 TTJrrf ( l) JITl 

tmi UrfifTTf Tl SlfftiT >FTfr TfriFtT TTT ffPjpTTff ^ 

Isn mm Tf ^ I 

Iff xrfffgiTTT 3 1 mffTt, 1 9 7 7 tfr jS ffiTlfl- TTlffiff I 
[ffs ipTo 3 5019( 227 ) /7 7-d7o tpko 2 ] 

S.O. 2417.— Whereas it appears to the Central Govern- 
ment that the employer and the majority of the employees 
in relation to tho establishment known as Mcssi-s Ramesh 
Brothers, Patwa Sheri, Navsari, District Bulsar, have agreed 
that the provision, s of the F.mployccs’ Provident Funds and 
Miscellaneous Provi.sions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should bo 
made applicable to the said establishmtnt ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the power.s conferred by 
sub-section (4) of section I of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby applies the provisions of the said Act 
to the said establishment. 

Tliia notification shall be deemed to have come into force 
on the thirty-first day of January, 1977. 

[No, S. 3 50 19/277 /77-PF. 11] 

^tTo Wlo 2418, — m: qi+'R T7 l?f JfffhT fflffT | Pp 

PTfirr fW, fft> I %o xrrro irrTT, ffwit mrTff 

?r PrifrffT tfiT T^ffrfrin ^ m tt »Tim5 

ijl t ft* PirtT r7t jn(7|-o7 trrEffffim, 

1952 (l952 =51 19) % TqiTO TTT miT Tit fflij Pkff 

'TTf^ ; 

8TFT; <w, (tDPfut 4i7 mrr i tTI TavTarir ( 4 ) am 
sretT viPmft Tt ffifriT it %F^rq ffTTn: ■m trrErffftrff 
% TTKiff ^ mptff itfi ffp]; irtctl ^ 1 

IT? xrfaigmT ft rt^, 1977 Tff Rfir gi rr??] tiTnifl i 

[Rotirto 35019 ( 2C4)/77-'77t> ITOo 2] 

t(R‘> ffRo RgmtRR, RR-Rh'iT 

S.O. 2418, — Wlierea.s it appears to the Central Govern- 
ment that the employer and the majority of the employees 
in relation to the establishment known as M/s. Simba Silk, 
No. 1, K. R. Circle, Mysore-l, have agreed that the provi- 
sions of the Employees' Provident Funds and Miscellaneous 
Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), .should be made appli- 
cable to the said establishment ; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of section 1 of the said Act, the Ccntial 
Government hereby applies the provisions of the said Act 
to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force 
on the first day of March, 1977. 

[No. S. 35019(264) /77-PF. 11] 
S. S. SAHASRANAMAN. Dy, Secy. 
New Delhi, the 14fh July, 1977 

S.O. 2419.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Govt, 
Industrial Tribunal, No. 1, Dhanbad in (he industrial dispute 
between the employers in relation to the man.igemcnt of the 
State Bank of India and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on tho 11-7-1977. 
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO, L DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference under section 10(1 Hd) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 32 of 1975 

(Ministry's Order No. 1.. 12012/78/75/DII/A, Dated 
17-9-1975) 

PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to the State Bank of India 
AND 

Their IVorkmen. 

APPP.AIUVNCHS ; 

For the Employers — Shri K. K. Mukherjee, Officer 
Grade I. 

For the Workmen — -Shri G. K. 'Venna, Secretary, Slate 
Bank of India Employees Union (Bihar State). 

STATE : Bihar. INDUSTRY ; Bank. 

Dhanbad, the 4th luly, 1977. 

AWARD 

The Central Government, in exercise of the powers con- 
ferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal, namely, 

“Whether the action of the management of the State 
Bank of India in terminating the scrivccs of Shri 
Shyama Charan Mishra, Cashier in Deoghar Branch 
of the s.tid Bank with effect from 16th February, 
1974 is justified 7 If not to what relief is the said 
workman entitled 7" 

2. The case of the Secretary, State Bank of India Em- 
ployees Union (Bihar State) is that Shyama Charan Mishra 
was initially appointed as a Cashier in the Deoghar Branch 
of the State Bank of India on March 7, 1967 on a purely 
temporary basis and worked as such, with breaks, till Sep- 
temper 12, 1968, for a total period of 292 days. Three 
temporary posts of cashiers were created in the said branch 
in the year 1971, and Shyama Charan Mishra was re-appoin- 
ted against one of these three posts on August 12, 1971. It is 
alleged that although his appointment wa.s against one of 
the.sc permanent posts, he was designated as a temporary 
employee. He worked continuously from Augu.st 12, 1971 
to February 15, 1973 without any break but thereafter the 
Bank gave him a break of one day in each month, that 
is to say, on the 16th in February, 1973, on the 12th in 
March, 1973, on the 20th in April, 1973, on the 24th in 
May, 1973, on the 14th in Tunc, 1973, on the 14th in Iiily, 
1973, on the 22nd in August, 1973 and on the 18lh in October, 
1973 which breaks were deliberately given by way of unfair 
labour practice. His services were suddenly terminated with 
effect from February 16, 1974 without any notict, without 
assigning anv reasons, and without payment of any com- 
nsation which was mandatory under section 25F read with 
ction 2.5B of the Industrial Disputes Act. It has further 
been alleged that notwithstanding the breaks ai'orc-mcnlioncd, 
Shyama Charan Mishra had been in continuous service with- 
out break for a period of 18 months and his services could 
not have been terminated without due compliance with Sec- 
tion 25F. It has then been alleged that inspite of the fact 

that he was designated as a temporary employee, three an- 

nual increments were granted to him compuling his period 
of ,-ervice by inclusion of 292 days pul in Ihc years 1967 

and 1968. It has then been alleged that he appeared at a 

written test /interview in November 1971 and stood first but 
that examination was coiinlermanded for no ostensible reason. 
The .second test was held in December 1971 bu' the resnit was 
not announced. It has then been averred that his designation 
as temporary employee was purely arbitrary because his 
continued service from .August 12, 1971 to February 15, 1974 
for discharging the functions of a cashier cannot be treated 
as essentially of a temporary nature or as employment as 
an additional employee in connection with a temporary in- 
crease in work of a permanent nature etc. in flagrant dis- 
regard of paragraph 508 fC) of the Sastry Award. 


3. The State Bank has pleaded that after the tcimination 

of the services of Shyama Charan Mishra on February 16, 
1974, there was no relationship of employer and employee 
and he was no longer a workman and consequently the re- 
ference is incompetent. It has also been pleaded that Shyama 
Charan Mishra has been appointed as a Cashier a fresh in 
the Agricultiiral Development Branch, Raj Mahal on Feb- 
ruary 2, 1976 on a permanent basis and on that account also, 
there is no dispute left and the reference is bad. 

4. In its rejoinder to the written statement of the Union, 

the Bank has pleaded that the Branch Manager, Deoghar 
Branch, had no power to appoint Shyama Charan Mishra 
on a permanent basis on August 12, 1971. It has further 
been pleaded that no one can be appointed permanently till 
he h(& passed written test/interview. It has further been 
pleaded that there was no termination of service of Shyama 
Charan Mishra on February 16. 1974 and what happened 

was that his temporary service automatically came to au end 
by efflux of time. 

3. In its rejoinder to the written statement of the Bank, 

ihe Union has pleaded that even though Shyama Charan 

Mishra was appointed on a permanent basis on February 
2, 1976 and even though his probation has not been exten- 
ded, he has still not been confirmed. 

6. There is no substance in the legal pleas raised by the 
Bank. The definition of “workman’, under Section 2(s), for 
the purpose of any proceeding under the Industrial Disputes 
Act in relation to an industrial dispute, includes any such 
person who has been dismissed, discharged Or retrenched 
in connection with, or as a consequence of, that dispu'e, or 
whose dismissal, discharge or retrenchment has led to that 
dispute. The cess.'ition of service by efflux of time amounts 
to retrenchment. See the S'ate , Bank of India vs. N, S. 
Money, AIR 1976 SC. HH. It is the retrenchment that 
has led to the present dispute and, Ihcrefore, for purpo.se.? 
of this reference, Shyama Cnaran Mishra will be a workman 
notwithstanding the fact that his services were terminated 
by retrenchment on Februray 16, 1974, Likewise, there is 
no point in the second legal plea. Shyama Charan Mishra 
was absorbed on a permanent footing on February 2, 1976 
but that does not wash away his claim which arose out of 
his retrenchment on February 16, 1974 and it is that dispute 
which is still alive and has been referred to this Fribunal 
for adjudication. 

7. I, therefore, over-rule these two contentions. 

8. It is not disputed that Shyama Charan Mishra joined 
the Deoghar Branch as a Cashier on March 7, 1967 and con- 
tinued till September 12, 1968, with breaks for a total period 
of 292 days. It is also not disputed that he was 
rc-appointed on the same pos; on August 12, 1971 
and continued on that post without break till February 15, 
1973 for a total period of 553 days. His services were 
terininatcd on February 16, 1974 and thus he served on that 
post for another 365 days with a break of 8 days, one 
day each in February to August, 1973 and one day in Oc- 
tober 1973. It has been pleaded by the Union that ihe break 
of one day c.ach in eight months was by way of unfair 
labour prnctice and I .subscribe to that view. It has been 
that Shyama CTtaran Mishra had served without break from 
August 12. 1971 to February 15, 1973 for a total period of 
553 days. Thereafter he worked for whole months till 
August, 1973 hut would be given one day’s break m each 
month. He again worked for the whole month in .Septem- 
ber 1973 hut was again given just one day’s break in 
October, 1973 and thereafter was allowed to continue vvith- 
out break till his services were terminated on February 16, 
1974, Surely the Bank’s work would not come o a stop 
for one day in every month in 8 months. Surely, his ser- 
vices would not be required just for one day in these 
months but would be necessary anteriority and posteriorily. 
The Bank did not assim any rea,son for these breaks even 
though these were challenged. One cannot, thereiore, a- 
cape the conclusion that (he giving of breaks was ma1afi'’c, 
motivated, capricious and arbitrary with a view to put the 
workman to harm. I would, therefore, ignore these breaks. 
The result i.s that Shyama Charan Mishra had put in con- 
tinuous service for a total period of 918 days. Even if 1 
compute one year from February 15, 1974 back wards, he 
had completed 240 days in 12 calendar months. The follow- 
ing conditions must be satisfied before such a workman 
imuld be retrenched : (I) one month’s notice should have 
been given to him together with reasons for his rcticnchment 
(2) he should have been paid at the time of retrenchment 
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L-ompcnsation equivalent to 15 days average pay for every 
completed year of continuous setvice or any part thereof in 
excess of six months. These conditions are conditions pre- 
cedent to retrenchment and failuie to comply with them 
renders the retrenchment invalid and inoperative. See Stale 
of Bombay vs. Hospital Mazdoor Sabha, AIR 1960 SC. 
610; Bombay Union of Journalists vs. State of Bombay, 
AIR 1964 SC. 1617; and State Bank of India vs. N. S. Money, 
AIR 1976 SC. nil, where the argument that cessation of 
service by elllux of time docs not amount to retrenchment, 
was turned down. 

9. The Union further pressed that three permanent, posts 
were created sometime in 1971 in the Deojjhar Branch and 
Shyama Charan Mishra was appointed against one of these 
three posts and shonld be deemed to have been confirmed 
after six months. The Sastry Award, in paragraph 495 
has laid down that ordinarily the period of probation should 
not exceed six months. However, in case of persons whose 
work is not found to be quite satisfactory dining the said 
period but who arc likely to improve and give satisfaction 
if a further opportunity is given to them, the periotl may 
be extended by three months provided due notice in writing 

i.s given to them and their consent in writing is obtained 
before the extension of their period of probation. In all 
other cases probationers aflci the expiry of the period of 
six months should be deemed to have been confirmed, unless 
their services arc dispensed with on or before the expiry of 
the period of probation. The Union’s contention may have 
been well-founded that Shyama Charan Mishra stood con- 
firmed after the expiry of six months, provided it is proved 
that the post against which he was appointed on August 12, 
1971 was a permanent post and he was appointed as a 
probationer against that po.sl. Shyama Charan Mishra has 
deposed to that effect, but I am not inclined to accept that 
testimony. Surely, the creation of new posts, and perma- 
nent at that, would not be by a verbal order. Posts arc 
created not by a Branch Office but by the Head Office. No 
attempt was made to call for any documents from the 
Head Office or from the Branch Office to prove that such 
posts were created. In the circumstances, therefore, if is not 
possible for me to believe oral evidence when there is docu- 
mentary evidence and particularly .so when (hat oral evi- 
dence flows from the mouth of an interested witness. 

10. It has been held above that the termination of service 
of Shyama Charan Mishra on Fobrurav 16 1974 is invalid 
for non-compliance with Section 2^F, read with Section 
25B and Section 2(000) of the Industrial Disputes Act. 

11. My award is that the terminptiorr of services of Shyama 
Charan IVIlshra on February 16, 1974 was not ju.stified and 
is invalid and inoperative and is, .so to say. non est and he 
is entitled to continuity of service from that date with full 
back wages. 

K. B. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer, 
[F. No. L-12012/78/75-D.tI A.1 
R. P. NARUT A, Under Secy. 

New Delhi, Ihe t3th luly, 1977 

S.O. 2420, — In pursuance of section 17 of the IndusIrinI 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centml Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Govern- 
ment fndlisfrial Tribunal No. 1, Dh,Tnb.ad, in the industrial 
dispute helw'ccn the employers in rchuion to the management 
of Bcra Colliery of Messrs. Bharat Coking Coal Limited. 
Post Office Dhajisar and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on the 6th July, 1977, 

BEFORF- THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUST- 
RIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1 AT DHANBAD. 

In the matter of a reference under section 10(1 )(d) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 

Reference No. 2 of 1976 

(Ministry’s Order No. L-20012/106/76/DinA. Dated 
16-8-1976) 

PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to the management of Bern Colli- 
ery of Mes.srs Bharat Coking Coal Limited, Post 
Office Dhansar. District Dhanbad. 


AND 

Their Workmen. 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Employers — Shri G. Prasad, Advocate. 

For the Workmen — Shri J. D. Lall, Secretary, Bihar 
Colliery Kamgar Union, Dhanbad. 

STATE : Bihar INDUSTRY ■. Coal, 

Dhanbad, the 1st July, 1977 

AWARD 

The Central Government, in exercise of the powers con- 
ferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act has referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal, namely — 

“Whether the action of the management of Bera Colli- 
eiy of Mes.srs Bharat Coking Coal Limited, Post 
Office Dhansar, District Dhanbad in dismissing Shri 
Sarjti Kewat, Miner from service with eitect from 
29-11-75 is justified ? If not, to what relief is the 
said workman entitled ?’’ 

2. The management of the Bera Colliery of M/s. Bharat 
Coking Coal Limited and the Secretary, Bihar Colliery Kam- 
gar Union, filed a settlement regarding the dispute. The 
settlement was verified before me by Sri G. Prasad, Advocate, 
and by Sri V, R. Joshi, Assistant Personnel Manager, on 
behalf of the management, and by Sri J.D. Lall, Advocate 
of the Union and also in his capacity as the Secretary of 
the Bihar Colliery Kamgar Union. The .setllcment is Annc- 
xurc ‘A’. 

3. Sri J. D. Lall, however, informed the Tribunal orally 
that Sri Sarju Kewat, the concerned workman, was not agree- 
able to the settlement because back wages v.'crc denied to 
him. The workman was questioned and he staled tEnt all 
the terms were acceptable to him but full back wages and 
other monetary benefits should also bo allowed to him. It 
is obvious that the Tribunal canjjnt allow it except on merit.s, 
if the dispute went to trial and ended in favour of the wotlt- 
man. That being so, the matter must be decided in terms 
of law. It was held by their Lordships of the Supreme 
Court in Ram Prasad Vishwakarma vs. Industrial Tribunal, 
1961 (I) LLJ. 504 thus : 

"It is now well-settled that a dispute between an individual 
workman and an employer cannot be an industrial dispute 
as defined in Section 2(k) of the Industrial Disputes .-\ct 
unless it is taken up by a union of the workmen or by a 

considerable number of workmen The necessary 

corollary to this is that the individual workman is at no 
stage a party to the industrial dispute independently of the 
union. The union or those workmen who have by their 
sponsoring turned the individual dispute into an industrial 
dispute, can therefore claim to have a say in the conduct of 
(he proceedings before the Tribunal. . . While it will be un- 
wise and indeed impossible to try to lay down a general 
rule in the matter, the ordinary rule should, in our opinion, 
be that such representation by an officer of the trade union 
.should continue throughout the proceedings in the absence 
of exceptional circumstances which may justify ihe tribunal 
to permit other representation of the workman concerned.’ 
See also Rajdeo Prosad vs. State of West Bengal 1962 (T) 
LU. 618, a decision of the Calcutta High Court; and Dr 
Chandra Kala Jha vs. Sonc Valley Port Land Cement Co. 
Ltd., 1962(11) LLJ. 375 and Kanai Chandra Ganguly vs. 
Presiding Officer, 1971 Lab. I.C. 596, two decisions of the 
Patna High Court. 

4. In the instant case the dispute was sponsored by the 
Union of the workmen and was not taken up directly by 
the workman himself under Section 2,4. The reference was 
made by the Central Government on espousal of the Union. 
The written statement on behalf of the workman was filed 
by the Secretary of the Union and that Secretary has re- 
presented the workman throughout in the proceeding. He 
also filed the settlement on behalf of the union. TTic above 
facts will go to show (hat the union is satisfied with the 
settlement and the union, according to the decisions cited 
above, must have a say in the matter. There are no special 
circumstances which can enable me to permit the workman to 
recite from the settlement. 
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5. My award is that the dispute stands settled by the 
Bettlcmont Annexure ‘A’ which shall form part of the award. 

ANNHXURE ‘A’ 


PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to the management of Bamra 
Colliery of MeKsrs Bharat Coking Coal Limitea, 
Post office Nowagarh, District Dhanbad. 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL OOVERNMENT INDUST- 
RIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, DHANBAD. 

Ref. No. 2 of 1976 

Employers in relation to — Bera Colliery 
AND 

Their woi kmen represented by Bihar Colliery Kamgar 
Union. 

Joint petition of loniptointec s©.lWcnicnl 

The petition on behalf of the parties above name most 
respectfully pray that the parties have arrived at a 
Voluntary settlement of the above dispute on the 
terms stated below ; — 

Terms of Settlement : — 

1. The Parties agree that Shri Sarjoo Keot (Miner) the 
concerned workman shall be taken in employment as Miner 
in his original post at Bera colliery, immediately on report 
for duty. 

2. The Parties agree that ihc continuity of service of the 
workman shall be maintained, and the period of his idleness 

i.e. till he joins his duty, shall deemed to be leave without 
pay for the purpose of continuity of service for all purposes. 

3. The Management agrees to pay a cost of Rs. 100/- 
(Rupces One hundred only) to the representative of the 
Union on the date of filing of the petition, 

4. The Parties agree that the above terms of settlement 
fully and finally resolve (he dispute under reference and the 
workman /Union shall have no further claim whatsoever 
against the management in this regard. 

The petitioners pray that the Hon. Tribunal may be 
pleased to accept the above settlement and pass the award 
In terms thereof, 

For Management : 

1. (Harlhar Singh) 

Manager, Bera Colliery. 

2, (V. R, Joshi) 

Assft. Personrtel Manager (IR1, Area TX. 

For workmen : 

1. (J. D. Lalla) 
Representative 

Bihar Colliery Kamgar Union 

K, B, SR^VASTA^^A, Presiding Officer 
[No, L-20012/106/76-D. III. A] 

S..O. 2421.— In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Govcrnniciit 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Govern- 
ment Industiial Tribunal No. 1, Dhanbad, in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of Barora Colliery of Messrs Bharat Coking Coal Limited, 
Post Office Nowagarh and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on the 6lh July, 1977. 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. 1 AT DHANBAD 


In the matter of a reference under seclion lOflXd) o 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 


Reference No. 12 of 1977 


AND 

Their Workmen. 


appearances 1 

For the Employers- — Shri B. Joshi, Advocate. 

For the Workmen— None. 

STATE : Bihar. INDUSTRY : Coal. 

Dhanbad, the 2nd July, 1977 
AWARD 

The Central Government, in exercise of the powers con- 
ferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act has referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal, namely — 

"Whether the action of the management of Barora Col- 
liery of Messrs Bharat Coking Coal Limited, Post 
Office Nowagarh, District Dhanbad in not providing 
employment to Shri Gobardhan Kumhar, Haulage 
Engine Khalasi, with elfect from 15th February, 
1973 is justfied 7 If not. to what relief is the said 
workman entitled ?" 

2. The dispute was sponsored by the Secretary, Bihar 
Colliery Kamgar Union and accordingly a registered notice 
was sent to him on March 18, 1977 which was duly served 
on him on March 26, 1977. Neither he nor the workman 
put in appearance and, therefore, another registered notice 
was sent on April 19, 1977 and this was also served on him 
on ,4pril 21, 1977. Inspite of these two notices, neither 
the workmen nor the Secretary has chosen to appear before 
the Tribunal. 

3. The case of the W'orkman, as can be deduced from the 
schedule, is that (he management of Barora Colliery have 
refused to provide employment to Gobardhan Kumhar, Hau- 
lage Engine Khalasi with effect from 15th February, 1973. 
This claim has been contested by the management. Their 
case is that one Gobardhan Kumhar, son of Bipan Kumhar 
resident of Khario, District Dhanbad was in the employment 
of Ihc colliery as Haulage Engine Khalasi from before 1970. 
The management of the colliery was taken over by the Cen- 
tral Government on January 31, 1973 under the Coal Mines 
(Taking over of Management) Ordinance, 1973. The coal 
mine was nationalised on May 1, 1973 under (he Coal Mines 
(Nationalisation) Act, 1973 and (he ownership has vested 
in the Bharat Coking Coal l td. under section ,s of the Act. 
The Bharat (Poking Coal Ltd, has alleged that it is Gobar- 
dhan Kumhar, son of Bipan Kumhar who was found work- 
ing as Haulage Engine Khalasi on Tanuai^y 31, 1973 and 
was continued on that post ever since then. It i.s also its 
case that the workman whose case has been espoused in 
the present reference is an impostor and not the real work- 
m.in, who is already working, MW-1 Tawahar Pandey was 
the Attendance Clerk in this colliery. He has deposed that 
Gobardhan Kumhar son of Bipan Kumhar is the real work- 
man and no Gobardhan Kumar son of Moti Kumhar. was 
ever in the employment of the colliery. MW-2 Kali Pada 
Rewani is a clerk in the Area Office, He has deposed fhal 
the workman involved in this dispute claims to he the sor 
of Moti Kumhar but the name of the father of the rea! 
workman is Bipan Kumhar. It appears that (he claimani 
has taken advantage of similarity of his name with that o1 
the real workman and of the fact that both belong to the 
same village. The evidence, however, shows (hut thev are 
two wholly different persons and the claimant was never in 
employment. TTiat may be the rca.son why the union has 
lost interest in his case and /wr not put in appearance des- 
pite repeated notices. 

4. My award is that the management of Barora Colliery 
is^ justified in not providing employment to Gobardhan 
Kumhar and he is not entitled to any relief. 


(Ministiy’s Order No. L-200 12/242/76 /Dill A 
the 7th March, 1977) ' 


dated. 


K, B. SRIVASTAkOk, Presiding Officer 
INo. L-20012/242/76-D. 111. Aj 
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New Delhi, the 19th July, 1977 

S.O. 2422.— In pursiuince of section 17 of the Industiiul 
Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Ttibimal No. 3, Dhanbad, in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the manage- 
ment of Messrs. A. 1. Chanchuni, Contiactois ot Bokuro t.ol- 
licry, Post Office Bermo, District Giridih and their work- 
men, which was received by the Central Government on the 
12th’ July, 1977. 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO. 3, 
DHANBAD 

Reference No. 32 of 1976 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of M/s. A. J. 
Chanchani, Contractors of Bokaro Colliery, P- O. 
Bermo, Dist. Giridih, 

AND 

Their Workmen. 

APPEARANCES ; 

For Employers — Shri S. S, Mukherjec, Advocate. 

For Workmen — None. 

INDUSTRY : Coal. STATE ; Bihar 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 2nd July, 1977 
AWARD 

This is a reference U/s 10(l)(d) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947, by the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour under 
Order No. L-20012/101 /76-D. TIIA dated the 16th June, 
1976, The schedule of reference is as follows : — ■ 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. A. J. 
Chanchani, Contractors of Bokaro Colliery, P. O. 
Bermo, Distt. Giridih in stopping from work the 
under mentioned workmen with eflfcct from 1-7-75 
and 1-8-75 is justified 

1. Shri I, S. Chhaya O.S. 

2. Shri P. S Solanki Inchargo 

3. Shri M. K. Bole Inchargo 

4. Shri 1. K. Sanghavi Cashier 

5. Shri H. D. Venkani Incharge 

ft. Shri G. M. Ojha Inchargo 

7. Shri I. M. Bole P.S, Clerk 

8. Shri M. C. Wora Munshi 

9. Shri M. G. Waghcla Munshi 

10. Shri Amla Basak Munshi 

11. Shri Ram Sarup Chowkidar 

12. Shri Durga Singh Chaprasi 

13. Shri Kalachand Turi Chaprasi 

If not, to what relief are the workmen entitled and from 
what date 7" 

2, 13 workmen arc involved in the reference and they are 
employees of M/s. A. J. Chanchani, Contractors of Bokaro 
Colliery. The reference is on account of stopping them from 
work with effect from 1-7-75 and 1-8-75, 

3. Shri P. S. Solanki SI. No. 2, Shri Ci- M. Ojha 

SI. No. 6, Shri M. C. Wora SI. No. 8, Ram 

Samp Singh SI. No. II and Shri Kalachand Tnri SI. No. 13 
as mentioned in Ext. M-2 have been stopped from work 
with effect from 1-7-75. Shri 1. S. Chhaya SI No. L 
Shri M. K. Bole SI. No, 3, Shri I. K. San^avi SI. No. 4, 
Shri M. G. Waghela SI. No. 9, Shri Amiya Basak SI. No. 10, 
Shri Durga Singh SI. No, 12, Shri H. D. Venkani SI, No. 5 
and Shri I, M. Bote SI, No. 7 were stopped from work with 
effect from 1-8-75. Designations of respective workmen are 
given in tlie schedule. 


4. E'rom the record it appears that the General Secretary, 
Colliery Mazdoor Sangh raised an industrial dispute on be- 
half of the workmen on the termination of their services 
and conciliation proceeding started. As no agreement could 
be arrived at, the .■k.L.C, (C) Hazaiibagh, submitted a failure 
report dated 1 7-4-76 to the Secretary to the Govt, of India, 
Ministry of Labour, when the present reference was made. 

5. On behalf of the workmen nobody appeared on 2-6-77 
and the Contractor examined a witness Shri N. Chatra, MW-1 
and he proved several items of documents Exts. M-1 to M-5. 

6. Case on behalf of the workmen is that the employers 
are a firm engaged in major contract jobs at Bokaro Colliery 
and they employed large number of permanent employees 
as the jobs undertaken by them in the colliery are of per- 
manent nature. The firm is continuing since 1955. The 
concerned workmen arc all permanent employees and they 
have put in more than 19 years of service. On the muster 
roll of the firm there are about 500 workmen, 

7. It is further .said that the concerned workmen were not 
being paid establishment allowances and emoluments at par 
with other employees for pcrfomiing similar nature of jobs 
and they pul forward a claini before the employers when a 
dispute cropped up between the parties and that resulted in 
stopping them from work with effect from 1-7-1975 and 
1-8-1975. 

8. Matter was taken up with the firm as well as with the 
principal employers viz. M/s. National Coal Develop-ncnt 
Corporation Ltd., but no relief was given when the matter 
was taken to the A.L.C. (C) Hazaribagh, and the conciliation 
piocccding ended in failuie. 

9. It is contended that they were not .surplus to the re- 
quirement of the employers and the entire action of the 
management is illegal, unjustified, malatidc and a glaring 
instance of unfair labour practice. They have been victimised 
merely for asking some monetary relief. 

10. Their case also is that they are permanent employees 
and are performing the duties which are of permanent nature 
in a coal mine and by virtue of their continuous long years 
of service they have all become permanent and so long as 
jobs continued their services could not be terminated without 
assigning any reason against their conduct. The nature of job 
performed by them are such which cannot be isolated from 
the permanent routine duty of work requiring mining opera- 
tion, 

11. It is accordingly submitted that an award may be 
given holding the action a.s illegal and unjustified. 

12. There is a written statement on behalf of the Con- 
tractors in which it is said that the persons mentioned in 
SI. Nos. 1. 2, 3, 4, 5 & 6 of the schedule viz. Shri 1. R, 
Chhaya, Sri P. S. Solanki, Shri M. K. Bole, Shri I, K. 
Sanghavi, Shri H. D, Venkani and Shri G. M, Ojha rc.spcc- 
tivcly are working in a supervisory capacity and drawing 
wages of more than Rs. 500 and as such they are not 
‘workmen’ as defined in the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 
and the present reference is incompetent in law to that 
extent. 

13. Their case also is that they had taken yearly contract 
from the National Coal Development Corporation Ltd., for 
lifting of derailed empty tubs from the quarry and for cart- 
ing sands and other miscellaneous jobs. This contract used 
to be renewed from year to year and the last extended con- 
tract expired on 3(1-6-75. As there was no possibility of the 
contract being renewed the employers seiwed notice of ter- 
mination dated 30-6-75/1-7-75 to SI. No. 2 P. S. Solanki, 
SI, No. 6 G. M. Ojha, SI. No. 8 M. C. Wora. SI. No. 11 
Ram Sarup Singh and SI. No. 13 Kalachand Turi for ter- 
minating their services with effect from 1-7-75 for the reasons 
given in the notice and offering them compensation U 's 
J.'FFF of the Industrial Disputes Act together with a month’s 
wages in lieu of notice. 

14. Another notice dated 1-7-75 terminating the services 
of SI. No, 1 1. R. Chhaya, SI. No. 3 M. K. Bole, SI. No. 5 
H D. Venkani SI No. 4 1. K K. Sanghavi, SI. No. 9 M, G. 
Waghela, SI No 10 Amiya Basak, SI. No. 12 Durga Singh 
and SI. No. 7 I. K. Bole with effect from 1-8-75 by giving 
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them a month’s notice and offering them their legal dues 
v/as given. 

15. It is said (hat there were no persons in their ernploy- 
ment by name S/Shri 1. S. Chhaya and Atnla Basak and 
fact S/Shri I. R. Chhaya and Amiya Basak were working 
under them. 

16. Il is said that as the winding up operation is going 
on Shii M. K. Bole. .Shri H. D. Venkani and Shri .^miya 
Basak have been temporarily re-employed by them. 

17. Their case is that vShri I. R. Chhaya, M. K. Bole and 
Shri H. D. Venkani have received their all dues including 
retrenchment compen.sation, Retrenchment compensation 
along with other legal dues was offered to all the employees 
mentioned in the schedule but only the above 3 workmen 
have lifted the .same. The National Coal Development Cor- 
poration Ltd,, dedticted Rs. 16,854.56 paise out of the bills of 
the firm and they have paid to all except Shri P. S. Solanki 
and Shri M. C. Wora. Dues included pay where entitled, 
wages upto the date of termination, qaurtcrly bonus besides 
retrenchment compensation. 

18. It is submitted that as the yearly contract could not 
be renewed and the renewal was beyond the control of the 
employers services of the workmen had been terminated. 

19. There is a rejoinder on behalf of the workmen in 
which it is said that SI. Nos. I to 6 of the schedule were 
all performing clerical and manual work and as such they 
are covered by the provisions of the Indu.strial Disputes Act, 
1947, and arc workmen as defined therein. It is further 
said that the management have got permanent establish- 
ment and the 13 concerned workmen are the permanent 
employees and they were rendered idle on account of their 
whimsical action. 

20. TTiey further contend that no notice was served upon 
them and there was no offer of any payment. Shri I. R. 
Chhaya, Shri M, K. Bole and Shri H. D, Venkani were 
compelled to receive their payments under duress. 

21. The other points taken in the rejoinder are practically 
the same as in the written statement. 

22. There is a rejoinder on behalf of the employers as 
well and the contentions raised in the writlerr statement have 
been repeated. 

23. In support of (he case of the employers MW-1 
Shri A, N. Chatra, Manager of the Contractors, has been 
examined and he has proved large number of documents to 
show that out of the 13 concerned workmen SI, Nos. 1, 2. 3, 
5 & 6 are jn the supervisory job and they are not the 
workmen under the Industrial Disputes Act. But all the 
same all these employees, besides others, have been offered 
compeasation in the shape of retrenchment compensation a.s 
provided U/S 25FT'F of the Industrial Disputes Act as the 
Contractors had to close their business on account of the 
fact (hat their contract had not ben renewed in spite of their 
he,st efforts. He has also .stated that all most all the con- 
cerned workmen have withdrawan their provident fund 
conti’ibulion and all most all of them have received all 
other legal dues except ST. Nos. 2, 8 & 11 who have not so far 
withdrawn (heir retrenchment compensation and other dues. 

24. To show that provident fund contributions have been 
wihdrawn the employers had called for the record from the 
C.M.P.F. Office and they are there 


record to show that they too have received their retrench- 
ment compensation and other legal dues. 

27, .S/Shri P. S. Solanki, G. M. C\iha, M. C. Wora, 
Ramc.shwpr Singh and Kalachand Turi were given notice. 
Hxt. M-1, dated 30-6-1975/1-7-1975 stating (here in that 
the contract expires on 30-6-1975 and all jobs have to be 
closed with effect from 1-7-1975 and they arc to be paid 
retrenchment compensation Ui/S 25FFF together with a 
month's wage in lieu of notice. They have been asked to 
obtain full and final paymcnls on production of clearance 
certificate. Fxt. M-2 is their leceipt of his notice, The above 
five employees h.ave given a months wages in lieu of notice 
as their services were terminated with effect from 1-7-1975 
and a notice was given to them on 30-6-1975i/l-7-1975.. 

28. The remaining 8 workmen whose services were ter- 
minated with effect from L8-197.5 were given notice Ext. 
M-1/1 on the a^ove dale and Ext. M-2/1 is (heir receipt. 
The notice was in the same terms as Ext. M-I except that 
they were given one month's notice as their services were 
to be terminated with effect from 1-8-1975. 

29 It means that all the workmen in the reference were 
given due notice and offered compensation U/S 25FFF 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, besides other legal 
dues. 

30. Again on 30-7-1975 two notices Ext.s. M-I/3 & 
M-1/2 were is.siicd to the 13 concerned workmen. In Ext. 
M-1/3 those workmen were given notice whose services had 
been terminated with effect from 1-7-1975 and by the other 
those remaining 8 workmen were given notice whose services 
were to be terminated with effect from 1-8-1975, They were 
asked to submit their clearance certificate and vacate the 
company's quarter. They were further told that the legal dues 
had been kept ready at the office and the payment would be 
made on 10-8-1975, Exts. M-2/2 & M-2/3 are the icspec- 
tive receipts. 

31. It further appears that on 11-8-1975 Shri I. R. Chhaya 
filed a petition Hxt. M-3 for withdrawal of C.M P.F. accumu- 
lation and on 25-8-75 Shri P. S. Solanki & Shri H. D, Venkani 
al.so filed petitions for refund and the respective petitions are 
Exts. M-3/1 & M-3/2, On the same date Shri Ram Sarup 
Singh also filed a petition Ext. M-3/3. These petitions were 
forwarded to the Depii^ Superintendent of Collieries, Nation- 
al Coal Development Corporation Ltd,, Bokaro Colliery and 
also to the Asstt. C.M.P.F, Commissioner, Dhanbad and 
the relevant Exts, are M-4, M-4/1, M-4)/2 & M-4/3 respec- 
tively. In the forwarding letter it was specifically mentioned 
that they had been retrenched with effect from 1-8-1975 due 
to termination of contracl and the Deputy Superintendent of 
collieries was requested to forward the applications to the 
TVsstt. C.M.P.F. Commissioner for early refund of the amount, 

32. It appears that S/Shri I, K, Sanghavi, M.G. Waghela, 
M. K, Bole, I. M. Bole, M. K. Wora & Diirga Singh also filed 
petitions for withdrawal and the same were foiavarded under 
Exts. M-4/4 to M-4/7 and in all of them it was said that 
they had been retrenched with effect from the dates already 
mentioned in the notices. 

33. Thereafter notice dated 23-4-1976 Ext. M-5 was given 
by the Deputy Chief Mining Engineer to all the above work- 
men informing them that all legal dues including rclrcnch- 
ment compensation were lying ready in (he office of M/s. 
A. J- Chnnehani and they were asked to draw the same after 
submitting necessary clearance certificate. 


T V- No. 1 should have beer 

I. R. Chhaya instead of 1. S. Chhaya and .SI. No. 10 .shoiih 
have been Amiya Basak instead of Amin Basak. His state 
ment is that the persons mentioned in SI Nos 1 10 an 

not their employees. This objection has, ' however, not beet 
very much pressed and papcr.s have been brought on rccon 
to show that the two have received their retrenchment com 
pensatton and other legal dues. 

26. The employers have also not seriously taken up thi 
matter hat SI Nos. L 2, 3, .5 & 8 inVe .simerUsor 
job drawing about 750 per month and arc therefore no 
workmen under the Indulrial Di.spute,s Act. This ha.s' alsi 
been lighdy treated as materials have been brought oi 


34, It would thus appear that the required notices were 
given to the concerned workmen and thereafter they applied 
for withdrawal of provident fund accumulation and then 
again notice was given to them to produce clearance certi- 
ficate and to draw their compensation and other legal dues. 
A Statement ha.s been filed showing the dues to be paid to the 
13 retrenched staff during the period from January 1975 to 
June 1975 and it appears that Rs. 16,854.56 paise had been 
kept by the principal employer and paid to Ihe concerned 
workmen on 21-6-1975 except to P. S. Solanki, M. C. Wora, 
M.G. Waghela and Durga Singh. In paragr.iph 10 of the 
written statement of the employer it is said that P. C. Solanki 
and M. C. Woiah -have refused to accept the same which 
means that the two others had accepted the amounts. Shri Wora 
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had also flltd a petition along with Durga Singh for with- 
drawal of the Provident Fund on 16-10-1976 which was foi- 
warded under a letter Ext, M-4/7. Shri Solanki as I have 
already referred to above has filed a petition Ext. M-3/1 for 
withdrawal of the provident fund amount, It means that they 
have withdrawl the provident fund amount and for reasons 
best known to them rerenchment compensation and other 
legal dues have not been taken. Record of the Provident 
Fund Commissioner has been called for and they have been 
produced and they contain the applications of the concerned 
workmen for refund- 

35. From ray discussions above it follows that the contract 
had ceased as a result of which the employers had to close the 
business and they observed all the legal formalities and paid 
the retrenchment compensation and other dues to the concern- 
ed workmen. As the business had closed for reasons beyond 
their control, they were certainly Justified in effecting retrench- 
ment and paying the legal dues to the 13 concerned work- 
men. 

36. It would thus appear that the action of the management 
of M /s. A. J. Chanehani, Contractors, in stopping from work 
the 13 concerned workmen is justified and the workmen are 
entillcd to no relief. 

This i* my award. 

S, R. STNHA, Presiding Officer, 
[No. L-2001 a/10 1/7 6-DIII.AJ 

New Delhi, the 21st July, 1977 

S.O, 2423. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Dis- 
putes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government here- 
by publishes the following award of the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Tribunal No. 1, Dhanbad, in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the manage- 
ment of East Bassuria Colliery of Bharat Coking Coal Limi- 
ted, Post Office Kusunda and their workmen, which wa.s 
received by the Central Government on the 2ncl Inly, 1977, 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUS- 
TRIAL TRIBUNAL NQ, 1 AT DHANBAD 
In the matter of a reference under section 10 (1) (d) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 48 of 1977 

(Ministry’s Order No. L-200ia/10R/75/DniA, Dt, 10-0-197.5) 
PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to the management of East Bas- 
suria Colliery of Messrs Bharat Coking Coal Limi- 
ted, Post Office Kusunda. District Dhanbad. 

AND 

Their Workmen, 

APPEARANCES ; 

For the Employers — Shri B. Joshi. Advocate. 

For the workmen — Shri Shankar Bose, Secretary, Col- 
liery Mazdoor Sangh, Dhanbad. 

STATE : Bihar. INDUSTRY ; Coal. 

Dhanbad, dated, the 29th June, 1977 
AWARD 

The Central Government, in exercise of the powers con- 
ferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act referred the following dispute for ad- 
judication to the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal No 2 
Dhanbad by Order No. L-2001 2/108 /75-D.IIIA. dated the 
10th September, 1975, namely 

“Whether the action of the management of East Bas- 
suria Colliery of Messrs Bharat Coking Coal T im i. 
ted, Post Office Kusunda, District Dhanbad, in stopp- 
ing Shri Ali Mohammed Mia, Pump Khalasi, from 
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work with effect from the 20-5-1973, is jastifled 7 
If not, to what relief is the said workman entitled 7 

2. The same Was received on transfer from Tribunal No, 2 
in this Tribunal on March 22, 1977, vide Government m 
India, Ministry of l.abour, Order No. S-11025 (l)/77-(i)/X 
D. iv(B) dated 22nd February, 1977. 

3. The case of Ali Mohammad Mia-— the concerned work- 
man — is that he was employed as a Pump Khalasi in the 
East Bassuria Colliery more than two years before January 
31, 1973 when the management of the colliery was taken 
over by the Central Government ; that he was also a mem- 
ber of the Coal Mines Provident Fund ; that he was stopped 
from work from May 20, 1973 without any notice and with- 
out assigning any rea.son ; that the stoppage from duty is 
illegal and an act of unfair labour practice ; aild hence he is 
entitled to reinstatement with effect from May 20, 1973 with 
continuity of service and full back wages and other mone- 
tary benefits till the date he is permitted to resume his duty, 

4. The B.C.C.L. has resisted his claim on the ground that 
Iht previous owners of the colliery, in collusion with tome 
members of the staff and the contractors of the colliery, 
falsified and manufactured some documents relating to em- 
ployment of workmen and in that maimer inducted about 
300 persons as workmen just on the eve of January 31, 1973 ; 
that the original records were not surrendered by the previous 
owners to the Custodian, though some forged documents 
were handed over ; that the Custodian, discovered that large 
number of persons were inductees and not bonaflde work- 
men but no action was taken for sometime because of law 
and order situation and repeated riots resulting in deaths ; 
that the inductees were allowed to work for sometime dur- 
ing which screening was done in consultation with Trade 
Unions and Ali Mohammad’s case was also screened and 
it was found that he was an inductee ; that only 14 out 
of 282 inductees were found to be bonofidc workmen and 
their services were retained but the remaining 268. including 
Ali Mohammad, were stopped from work ; that Ali Moham- 
mad was not a member of the Coal Mines Provident Fund 
Scheme and became eligible only in the quarlcr ending 
March 31, 1973 ; that no notice of his stoppage was issued 
.and no reasons were given because AH Mohammad was not 
a bonaflde workman but a pure inductee ; and that the action 
of the management was fair, honest and bonafide. 

5. The management has examined K. C. Nandkeolyar MW-1 
to prove that Ali Mohammad was an inductee; and All 
Mohammed has examined himself as WW-1 and Bara Hakim 
Mian \yW-2 to prove that he was a workman. Besides their 
oral evidence, there is only one piece of document Ext. M-1 
which shows that Ali Mohammad wa.s appointed as a pump 
Khalasi on January 15, 1973 and became qualified to become 
a member of the Coal Mines Provident Fund Scheme in the 
quarter ending March 1973 but no contribution was ever 
deducted from his wages towards this scheme. This docu- 
ment, therefore, cannot help Ali Mohammad. K. C, Nand- 
keolyar deposed that he was the Senior Personnel Officer at 
the time of take over of the colliery on January 31, 1973, 
He and B, N. Jha, Senior Personnel Officer, Headquarters, 
were appointed as a Flying Squad for several collieries, in- 
cluding the East Basuriya Colliery, for the purpose of screen- 
ing the cases of all suspected inductees. The Flying Squad 
attempted to do the scieening on the basis of the colliery 
records. The rccoids were, however, cither scanty or not 
available at all because these had been suppressed by the 
previous owner and not handed over to the Custodian, In 
the circumstances, therefore, those of the inductees whose 
names weie found mentioned in such of the records as were 
available and who were found to have contributed towards 
the Coal Mines Provident Fund Scheme, were taken as 
genuine workmen and their cases were cleared. Some Coal 
Mines Provident Fund records became available 3 or 4 months 
later but they were found to have been forged by the pre- 
vious owner in collusion with some members of the staff. 
The suspected inductees were personally interrogated to as- 
certain if they were genuine workmen. He further deposed 
that the entry in Ext. M-1 found no corroboration from the 
existing records. After the conclusion of work by the 
Flying Squad, a Bl-Partite Screening Committee was appoin- 
ted, which Committee had representatives of the unions also. 
Ali Mohammad’s case was taken up by tht Bi-Partite Com- 
mittee but that Committee also came to the conclusion that 
he was an inductee. WW-1 Ali Mohammad stateil that he 
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was appointed as Fhamp Khalasi ten years before nationalisa- 
tion and his duty was to run a 40 H.P. Pump. WW-2 Bara 
Hakim Mia joined the colliery as a Switchman about the 
year I9fi9. He has deposed that he had seen Ali Mohammad 
working us u Pump Khalasi ever since he joined the service. 
I have givtn consideration to the statements of these two 
witnessc.s but 1 am not inclined to believe them. In the 
written statement, the union hud asserted in paragraph 4 
that Ali Mohammad wis in employment for more than two 
years prior to lanuary 31, 1973. In paragraph 12, the claim 
made was that Ali Mohammad was a permanent Pump 
Khalasi “from a date two years prior to the date of take 
over of the colliery by the Central Covernment i.c. 31-1-1973.’’ 
It is, therefore, plain enough that ihe case taken in the 
pleadings was that Ali Mohammad had joined service some- 
time in 1971 and not earlier than that. If he had been in 
service for ten years from before 31-1-1973, that fact would 
have been clearly asserted and not that he was in service 
for more than two years. The period more than two years 
would indicate that it was less than three years but ir would 
not go beyond that, Secondly, .Ali Mohammad has deposed, 
contrary to the statement of Nandkcolyr, that his case was 
not screened and he was not even given an apportunity to 
represent his case before the Flying Squad or the Screening 
Committee. Bara Hakim Mia hn.s, however, admitted that 
screening was done and Ali Mohammad's ease w.ns also con- 
sidered. He thus stiports Nandkeolyar and dcmoiirhes the 
evidence of Ali Mohammad. Ali Mohammad has not pro- 
duced any letter of appointment. He has not called Registci 
Form B, which contains the names, father's name, age, desig- 
nation, date of appointment and occupation of individual 
workmen. He ha.5 not called Register Form C which would 
show that he used to work underground .as a Pump Khalasi, 
He has not summoned the Coal Mines Provident Fund re- 
cords from the Coal Mines Provident Fund Office to prove 
that he had ever made any contribution. Membership of the 
Provident Fund Scheme was cornpnisory and the owner also 
had to make a matching contribution. The Bonns Records 
were also not called. In short, there is no documentary evi- 
dence at all to support Ali Mohammad's case. There i.s yet 
another circumstance which will falsify his version. Chame 
(7) of Slction 2 of the Coal Mines Regulations 19.S7 defines 
a "competent person". .A "competent person" in relation to 
any work, or any machinerv. plant or equipment means a 
erson who has attained the age of 21 years and who has 
een duly appointed in wi'iting by the manager as a person 
competent to supervise or perform that work or to super- 
vise that machinery, plant or equipment and who is respon- 
sible for the duties assigned to him, and includes a shori- 
firer. Clause (16l of Section 2 defines “machineiy”. The term 
"machinery” means — 

(i) any locomotive or any stationary or portable engine, 
air compressor, boiler or steeni appartiUis, which is. 


with effect from May 20, 1973 was iustifled ; and he 'S noi 
entitled to any iclicf. 

K. B. SRIVA.STA'VA, Presiding Officer 
[No. L-20012/108/75-D,ll.AJ 
S, H. S. IYER, Desk Officer 

New Delhi, the IJth July, 1977 

S.O. 2424 —In pursuance of section 17 of Ihe Industrial Dis- 
pute's Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government here- 
by publishes the following award of the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Tribunal No. 3, Dhanbad, in ihe industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the manage- 
ment of Futwa Islampur Light Railway Company Limited 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
GovernmenL on the 12th July, 1^77. 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 

l.ABOUR COURT NO. 3, DHANBAD 
Reference No. 3 of 1975 

PARTIES I Employers in relation to the management 
of Futwa Islampur Light Railway Co. Ltd., Mer- 
cantile Buildings, 9, Lallbazar Street, Calcntta-l. 

AND 

Their workman. 

APPEARANCES : 

For Employers — Shri Ranen Roy, Advocate. 

For Workman — Shri Hazarilal, Ativocate. 

INDUSTRY ; Railway, STATE : Bihar. 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 6th July, 1977 
AWARD 

This is a reference U/S lOlDtd) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. concerning Md. Jumilur Rahaman, Ticket Collec- 
tor, under Futwa Islampur Light Railway Co. Ltd., by the 
Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour under Order No, L, 
4102.5 /22/74-LRUT dated llth/17.h Septemher, 1974. 

2. The justifiahility or otherwise of the termination of 
services of Md. Rahaman i.s for adjudication. 

3. The schedule of relerence is extracted below : — 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the management of Futwa Islampur Lighi 
Railway Company is justified in terminating the .ser- 
vices of Md. Jamilur Rahaman, Ticket Collector'* 
If not, to what relief is the workman entitled ?" 


or 

(ii) any such apparatus, appliance nr combination of 
tipphiinces intended for developing, storing traii'- 
milting, converting or utilising energy, which is. 
or 

(iii) tiny such apparalus, appliance or combination of app- 
liances, if any, power developed, stored, Iransmitttd, 
converted or utilised thereby is used or intended for 
use in connection with mining operations. 

Regulation 36(1) (a)(iii) provides that the owner, agent 
or manager shall appoint such number of competent persons, 
including officials and technicians as is sufficient to secure! 
during each of tht working shifts — the installation, running 
and maintenance in safe working order, of all machinery in 
the mine. The Fan Khalasi runs an apparatus, namely, the 
fan for proper air-ventilation and air-cros.sing. He cannot 
work as such unless he is appointed as a competent person. 
No document was called for to show that he was ever .ap- 
pointed its a competent person. In the result, I hold that Ali 
Mohammad was an inductee and not a wurkmtin. 

6. My award is that the action of the management of East 
Basstiriya Colliery in stopping Ali Mohammad from worl. 

56GI/77--4 


4. Case of the management Is that ihe concerned workman 
was working as Ticket Collector at Ekanga.sarai Station of 
the Futwa Islampur Light Railway and somcime in January 
1972 he was transferred to Bikramganj Railway Station. He 
pul in a representation and by about 25th of February 
Ihe above order was modified and he was transferred to 
Arrah Railway Station. He again put in a represen ation 
and was allowed to continue at Ekangasaraj upto 15-4-72 and 
his transfer to Arrah was put in abeyance for that period after 
his representation for cancellation had been rejected. 

5. It is further SLiid that while this pioccss was stilt going 
on the reported sick on the 15ih March 1972 and stopped 
coming to work. On 19-3-72 he submitted a medical cer- 

ificalc Ext. M-4 granted by a private practitioner and did 
not appear before the Company's Doctor. As his Doctor 
h.id recommended leave for 10 days, although no formal 
pelition was put in, th.at leave was granted ' He did not 
leport for duty, ralhci. again repored sick and filed a medi- 
cal certificate dated 23-3-72 E.\t. M-5 granted by the same 
Doctor recommending rest for 7 days more which was 
planted. 

6. He did not join on the 1st of April nor put in any 
leave application On 20-4-72 by a letter of the date, E.\t 
M-9, he was directed to appear before the Medical Officer 
within 10 days as he was absenting himself withou* leave 
ai d tHIlng him that his failure to appear hefoje the Medi- 
cal Officer tor regnlarisation of leave would he deemed to 
be abandonment of service. 
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7 in (he meantime he obtained a medical certifica e from 
Hi.iucopalh dated the I2th April, fc\t, M-8 st.ating that 
he was ill fiom Ist April and was iindci his tre dnient and 
lecuinmending lease foi two weeks, 

H As diiectcd muler Ext. lVl-9 he did not appear bcfoic 
the Medical Olliecr who went to his house at Ekaneasaiai 
topnd him Lihsent and then on 29-4-72 by his letter Exi. 
M-IO lepor'ed it to the Superintendent. But on 20-4-72 he 
appetircd before the Company’s Medical Ofllcer with E.\l. 
M-12 medical ccrtiticale dated 1-5-72 granted by the same 
Homeopath and the Company’s Medical Ollicer recommen- 
ded him leave for two weeks and sent a letter Ext. M-1 1 dated 
5-5-72 to the Superintendent to thtd elf eel on that recommen- 
dtili'.in leave was .granlcd. 

9. Bnt allci The expliy of two wrecks he did not join and 
continued to remain absent. Then the Superintendent of the 
l-iitwa Islamptir I ight Railway Co. Ltd., sent a letter dated 
22-h-72, Ext. M-1. 7, to him directing him to appear bcfoie 
Ihc Doctor ol the company on or before 5-7-72 failing which 
it was said hat be wotilj be tretitcd as having abandoned 
the post on his own will and his name would be removed 
fi'om Ihc companv’.s rolls on and from 2fi-5-72. He did not 
inin his dtilies and conlinucti to remain absent and siibmittcil 
several medical eerlifietdes from private medical practitioners 
recommending leave. 

10. Thereafter, the Superintendent sent a letter dated 
31-10-72. Ext. M-17, to Md. Rahaman giving him the details 
of hi, absence and advising him to appear before the Medical 
DITiccr 'f ['ii'wa Islampiir Light Railway on or before 
15-11-72 fiiiling which it was said liiat he would be Irealcil as 
having abapdoiied his iob and his name would be removed 
from the rotnpatiy's roll on ami from 26-9-72 without making 
fur her lefercnce. 
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17. Tt is said that in the meantime suddenly he got ill and 
tcpoited sick on 15-3-72 and applied for 10 days leave on 
the advice of the treating Physician. As his condition did 
not improve he applied for extension upto 31-3-72 which was 
also allowed. As he continued to he ill even thereafter on 
the advice of his treating Physician he applied for hiither two 
weeks leave. In the meamime he was directed to appear be- 
fore the company's Medical Officer on or before 24-4-72. 
He appeared before him and was found ill and was recom- 
mended leave for two weeks but he reniainod further ill and 
applied for leave as recommended by the attending 
Physician, 

18. C'li 31-10-72 of his own accord he appeared before the 
Company’s \fedical Officer who found him suffering from some 
minor ailments and advised him to take further rest as he 
was not in a position to attend to his duties as recommended 
by his attending Doctor. He applied for further leave. But 
by a letter dated 31-10-72 which he received on 3-11-72 he 
was directed by the Superintendent to appear before the 
company's Medical Officer. He appeared before the Medical 
Officer on 27-11-72 who gave him a fltnes.s ceitificalc and on 
ihat dale when he went to resume his duties he was not 
allowed to do so. 

19. His case further is that on 28-11-72 he wroie a letter 
Ex M-20 to the Traffic Inspector but he was not allowed 
to resume hi.s duties nor any reason was given to him for the 
same. He filed several reminders Ext. M-21, M-23, M-24 dated 
6-12-72, 7-12-72 & 22-1-73 respectively and go; reply dated 
9-3-73 Ext. M-25 from the Superin'endent. All of a sudden on 
12-12-72 he got Icrmination notice dated 7-12-72, Ext. W-4, 

20. It is contended tlrat all the contents of the termination 
letter are false. He has not been ehargcshee'cd and without 
any enquiry his services have been illegally terminated and 
it is unjustified and improper. 


11. It is said that of his own will on 31-10-72 he appeared 
hcfoic (he company's Medical Officer who found him lit and 
.sent a report dated 7-1 1-72, Ext. M-18, (o the Superintendent 
mentioning th.nl ho w-as suffering from some minor ailment 
with .sceptic infection o[ thro.nt and sl.'iiing that he was in 
a fil .slate lo rc.sunc his dtilies. He. however, did not resume 
work on 1-11-72 and conliniied to remain absent vvilhout 
Ic.ivc. 

12. r is stibmilted that by reason of his umiiilhon'sed 
absence from vvorl: wuhoiK leave for more than 10 dav.s, 
.af.er the expiry of his leave on 31-10-72, he lo.st his lien on 
Ills iob and stood tlisdi.argcd from his employment under 
Clause fd) of Rule 7 of the Company’s Standing Ordeis. 

13. It is further sai dthai on ni about the 15th iT Novem- 
ber, 1972 he sent to the company’s Medic.al Officer a docttmcni 
purporting to be medical certificate dated 1-11-72, E'.xl. M-3, 
granted by a Homocop.ith certifying that he was ill and recom- 
mending four weeks leave. With nnolher medical ccrtificale 
d.rled 27-11-72, Oxt. M-19 he appeared before the conipanv’s 
Medi'-al Offi-er who examincil him and found him fit to >oin 
his dirics with effcni from (hat date and the ccrtificalc is 
I-s!. M-27. 


14. Case aEo is lhat on the basis of Exi, M-3 when his 
leave expiied af'er four weeks on the 22iid of November, 1972 
he reported for work but ;is his services had already been 
leiminatcd he was not nermitlcd to resume his ditlic.s. There- 
after, he made .several appeals and representation.s which were 
.'ill re'ccted. In the pii'it also he was guilty of unaitlhoriscil 
iih.scnce from worl, ndcl Wei's pi'ven several warnings. 

15. It is contended (htil in view of his unauthorised rib*-cnc-e 
vvitnont leave he has losi his lien on his; appointmenl nnJ hk 
services 'torwl lerminaled and action of the management 
ciinnot he challenged. 


■ a written statement on behalf of the worknir 

in which it rs said that he was employed in the Futwa Islar 
pur Light Railway in 1955 and was suddenly tmn.sferred fro 
ckangasarat to Bikvanigiirti by a letter dated 2-1-72 which 
Ext. W-3. ft i.s .said that this order was passed to harass hit 
The snme wt,s how-over modified on 75-2-72 and he was direct, 
o tom I't Arralt Several renresenlafions were made by him 
nermr him to contunic at F.kapga.sarai but his pravers we 
lurniKl down. ■ 


21. On behalf of the company there Is a rejoinder to the 
written statement filed on behalf of ihe workman. It is .said 
therein that it is incorrect to say that the order of frnn.sfcr 
was passed with a view lo harass him. Whenever he applied 
lot leave that was granted but when he did not resume his 
duties on 1-4-72 he was instructed by the company to appear 
before the company's Medical Officer to be examined by him 
on or before 394-72, On 31-10-72 the company again instruct- 
ed him to appear before the company’s Medical Officer for 
examination on or before 15-11-72 and although the Medical 
Officer found him fit he did not resume his duties on 1-11-72. 

22. The other paragraphs of the rejoinder are in reply to 
Ihe puiagraphs of the writ'.ert .statement but they are in subs- 
tance the repetition of the written statement filed hy the 
ar.ployers, 

23. It appears from the Ordcrshect dated 24-12-75 that the 
workman had no rcjoindci *o file. 

24. On behalf of (he managemcnl two wi ncsses have been 
cxamhicd, namely, MW-1 Dr. Prasanta Kumar Chowdhury. 
Medical Officer, Futwa Tslampur Light Railway and MW-2 
■Shri Nacondra Nath Chaturbedi, Asslt. Traffic Superinten- 
dent. (Jiiitc a large number of papers have been produced, 
some of which 1 have menlioned above and 1 will deal with 
all of them at relevant pEaces. 

25. The woikman has examined Ii/msclf as WW-I and a 
few papers h.avc been produced on his behalf tis well which 
I will refer to at relevant places. 

26. Most of the facts arc undisputed, But while 
according to ihe management on 31-10-72 the 
concerned workman was directed to appear before 
the company’s Medical Officer for medical exami- 
nation on or before 15-11-72 and when he appeared he 
was found fit to resume his duty but did not resume his work 
on 1-11-72 and continued to remain absent without leave for 
more than 10 days and thus lost his lien on the post under 
Clause (J) of Rule 7 of the company’s Standing Order Ext, 
M-28, the Workman contends bat when he appeared before the 
Medical Officer on 31-10-72 he was advised further rest and 
he again applied for extension of leave along with medical 
certificate and when he became fil to resume his duty h-' 
went to join bis duty on 27-11-72 hut the Tr.affic fn.spec'or 
did not permit him lo join. Thus, as (he position stands wc 
are to sec whether the Medical Officer of the company who 
examined him on 31-10-72 advised him rest and in pursuance 
thereof he applied for extension of further leave or he remained 





absent untnilhoviscdW for more than 10 days aftei 1-11-72 
and thus lost his lien to ihe post and his services stood auto- 
matically terminated under the relevant rule ol the Standing 
Orders quoted above, 

27. Eixt. M-IK is ihc report of the Medical Olllcer who 
has been examined as MW-1. He lound him sullcring Iroin 
some minor ailment with scepLic infection of thioat but in a 
fit stale to resume his duties. MW-l has slated that he scni 
his report to the Superintendent after e.xamining Md. Hahman. 
He found that ,he concerned woikman was siitleiing iiotn 
some minor ailment in the throat hut was fit to join his duties 
He says further that on the 31st when he e.xamincd him he 
neither prescribed any medicine nor advised him rest and 
asked hint to join at once. It would thus appear that accord- 
ing to MW-1 and his certificate Ext. M-lti it is uhundanlly 
clear that Md. Rahman was fit to join his duties and his 
contention in the written sliitement to the contrary is not :it 
all tenable. In his evidence as WW-1 he does not say that 
when the Doctor examined him on 31-10-72 he advised him 
rest. It means that he does not suppoit his own case made out 
in the written stuteraent, 

2K. There is a medical eerlifica'e Ext. M-3 dalol I 1 1 72 
granted by I3r. Chandi'ika Prasad Sinha, a Homoeopath, with 
Registration No. 1828 in which it is said that Md. Rahman is 
under his treatment trom 19-8-72 uml has been suffering fiom 
filarial scrotum and phenangilis aiul has been advised rest foi 
four weeks more. This very Doctor had granted him two 
other ccitificales, Ext. M-l dated 21 8-72 and E,\l. M-2 dalcil 
4-9-72. In the former the Doctor says that Md. Rahman is 
suffering from chronic dysenliy aiul it is repealed in F\ , 
M-2. Suddenly on 1-11-72 he says that from 19-8-72 he is 
suffering from filaritd scrotum and phenangits. This Doctor 
has not been examined but his certificates htivc been taken on 
record and marked E..xls. so that they may be avail, ib'c lor 
decision of the point in i.ssiic. But as the position is it is vciy 
diflicult to accept Exl. M-3 and to hold that he was aUiiallv 
niffering from filarial scrotum and nhenangifis since 19-8-72 
wiicn the two curlier certificoles speak of chronic dyscnlry. 

27. WW-J says that he appeared before the Medical Offi- 
cer with Ext. N[-3 on 15-11-72. There is no explanation why 
if the certificate was granted on the 1st ol November, 1972 i.nd 
the Doctor of the company had not recommended lor furlher 
leave when he examined him on 31-10-72, Md. Rahman sal 
tight and did not move in the mailer till 15-11-72. It appears 
that Ext. M-3 or the two earlier certificates were obtained by 
the concerned workman just to make out a case in his favour 
that he wa.s suffering from some di.sease and therefore he was 
unable to join his duty. Circumstancc,s Indicate that this cerli- 
fleate Ext. M-3 was obtained to cover up the gap between 
he remained absent unauthoriscdly without any leave. There 
1st of November and 15th of November, 1972 
during which period he temained absent nnaiitho- 
riscdly without any leave. There is nothing on 
record to show that he had applied for e.xtcnsioii 
of leave on the 1st of November or at any time before the 
I5ih of November. In fact he had not put in any petition 
even on the 1.5th of November for extension of leave. He has 
stated that he had appeared before the Doctor of the Rail- 
way on his own accord and Ihercafler he received the manago 
menl’s letter Ext. M-17 on 3-11-72 and then went to the 
Railway Doctor on 15-11-72. T have said lust now that it is 
just possible that he had obtained Ext. M-3 to make cut a case 
in his favour for condonation of his absence without leave and 
his evidence amply justifies it. On the 3 1 si of October Ihe 
Railway Doctor advised him to join his duties which he did 
not do nor he annlied for extension of leave and then when he 
received Ext. M-17 on 3rd November. ’72 he m.maged to pet 
Ext. M 3 and appeared before the Railway Medical OlTIcc.' 
on 15-11-72. Ext. W-6 is the copy of Ext. M-3. The witness 
says that he was not fit to join his duty and when he appear- 
ed before him on the 15th of November he advised him rest 
for some time more but did not grant any certificate. No- 
‘hing on this noinl was put to MW-l and nothing about it has 
been said in the written statement of the workman. 

28. As the position stands. 1 find the Md R.ahman re- 
mained absent without leave after 31st of October, 72 and 
thus made himself liable to lose his lien under the provisions 
of Ihe Slaiidinu Order. 

29. Lc' us now look to .Sub-clause (d) of Cliiusc 7 of Ih: 
LSfanding Orders. 1 quote it here : — 


■'If tlic workman remains absent beyond the period ol 
leave originally granted oi subsequcnily e.xicndcd he 
shall lose his lien on his tippointmcnt and be treated 
ns an absconder and dischaiged. Ihc Ocncral Mana- 
ger however may condone such absence." 

3(1. From the materials discussed above it is cleat lhal from 
the Isl INovembei Md. Rahman ictnained absent and there- 
fore under the provisions of the Standing Orders quoicd above 
he lost his hen on his appoiiiimcni. In this cunncction I refer 
to a case National Enginering Industries l.td„ and llanuinan 
icpoi-ted in Vol. 2, SCCl-J. 1037, /\ point laid arisen before 
tncir 1 oidships rcgaiding ihe consequences of failure to join 
service within ccrlain pci iod after expiry of leave and after 
considering the Standing Oidci's they came to the conclusion 
mat “where a Standing Order provides that a workman would 
lose his lien on tiis appointment. If does not join his dii > 
wilhin certain lime after his leave expires, il can only mean 
mat his service .stands automatically terminated when .he 
contingency happens." 

1 . There is a case Kashihai Sachldanaiul and M/s. Hintlus- 
lan i’encils (P) Lid., rcporled in 1975 il I l.,l. 73 where a 
si nikir qijcsiion aiose for considei ation and iheir l.ordships 
v,erc of ihc opinion thill ihe tailure of ihe woi kman to report 
foi duty aficr the expiry ol leave originally .gi anted or his 
laiiiiie even lo leport within eight days ot sticli e.xpiiy makes ihc 
workman only “li'ihlc lo lose his lien on his nppcirilmenl” 
and exp ises him lo .he possibility of the loss of the job. They 
.-.aid that this by ilsdf could not lesuli in his lo.sing the job oi 
appointment and he would not lose the job if he has valid .'ind 
unavoidable cniisc tor such 1,'ilc reporting. They considcicd 
Siib-Chuise 14) of Clause 13 of ihe Model Standing Orders 
which was lelevan for this purpose and thal clause i; quoted 
m ihc judgment I have already quoted the relevant Standing 
Oidei applicable in the inst.ani case. Now I quote Siib-elause 
;4| of Clause 13 of the Model .Slanding Oidcts cousidered 
hv their Lordships : — 

"A workman icmnining absent beyond the period of leave 
oi'iginally gran cd or subsequently extended, .shall be 
liable to lose hR lien on his tippointmcnt unless he 
rctni'iis wilhin eight days of the expiry of Ihe .sanc- 
tioned leave and explains to the satisfaction of the 
authority granting leave his inabilily to resume his 
duty imniC'diatdy on the c.xpii'y of his leave." 

32. If wc compare Ihc two SUmding Orders vxe will find 
that Iheie is a woild of difference he'wccn the two. The 
clause “unless he rctiii ns wilhin eight day.s of the expiry ol 
the sanctioned leave and explains to .he snti.sfaction of 
the authority granting leave his inability to resume his duty 
immediately on the expiry of his leave” is entirely absent in 
Ihe Slanding Order of Ihc present ea.se. Therefoie. intcrpie- 
lalion put by their Tcrd.-,hips on the Standing Orders Clause 
13, .Sub-Clause (4) is not rclevaii'i for our purpose. 

33. .Assuming for Ihe sake of aigurnenl that ihc same inter- 
pi elation has lo be put on the St.mding Ordci of ihc present 
L.'ee, I would like to say that there is no evidence that the 
woiktnan iippc.ared before the management within n renson- 
iiMc lime It) cxphiin Ihc cause of his absence fiom leave .and 
whc-hcr liis over-staying the leave was unavoidable. 

34. E'rom my discn.ssions above it follows that Md. Rahman 
when asked by the Railway Medical Olficci on 3 1st of October, 
72 to join at once did not do to and il was on the 15lh 
ol November that he appeared before the Doc'or and produc- 
ed Ext. M-3 and got himself examined. Undoubtedly thcre- 
foic. he had absented himself unaiUhorisedly wiflioiii Icrvc. 
Besides, 1 find ilial MVV-I docs not say that Md. Rahman 
appeared before him on 15-11-72 noi' (here is any paper to 
show that he was examined on that date and any report was 
•.ubrnitlcd lo the man.igemcnl. Therefore, it becomes doubtful 
if even on I5-II-72 he had appeared before the Railway 
Doctor with Ext. M-3. After Ext. M-l 8 the only ccrtificriie 
'ivajlablc on record is Ext. M-17 granted by Ihe same Homco 
na h who was trcntiiig him since 1 9-8-72 with this (lifTcren-'e 
Ih.it while in ExE M-l lo M-3 (he Registration No. is 1828, in 
Ext. M-19 the Registration No. is 2844 He prodticcd it 
before the Railway Doctor w'ho found him fit o join his duties 
frr.ri 27-11-72 and ihat is l-.\t. M-27. Thus on the rnaterial 
available in between Isi of November 77, and 77lh of Novem- 
I'l-r '72, then- is no mateiial on rciord lo indicate that 
Md Rahman had imnlied for extension of leave or had nro- 
diiced a medical certificate before the Railway Medical Officer 
Undoubtedly, therefoie, as stated earlier under the relevant 
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tl-juse oI the Standing Order he lost his lien on the post. The 
authorities that I have quo ed above support this vicw. 

33. A point has been taken on behalf of the concerned 
workman that no disciplinary action could be taken under 
Clause (11) of the Standing Order without giving a charge- 
sheet and holding an enquiry and absence without leave being 
a mrsconduct, this piocedure ought to have been tollowed 
and having failed to do so the order of the management termi- 
nating his services is illegal, It is the definite case of the 
management that his services have not been terminated on 
account of misconduct, rather, he hatl lost his lien on account 
of absence without leave. '1 hcrcforc, it has been rightly sub- 
mitted that no enquiry was necessary before his services had 
terminated. 

36. But even it be said that his services had been terminat- 
ed on account of misconduct, I do not think it was abso- 
lutely necessary to hold an enquiry and the requirements of 
law can be very well met if at the time of healing ma dials 
arc brought on record on behalf of the management to .show 
that the concerned workman was actually giiilly of me cor, - 
duet. In this connection I may rcfci to the case Workman of 
Motipur Sugar Factory (P) Ltd,, Vs. Motipur Sugar Factory 
tP) Ltd., reported in 1963 II L.L..1. 162. In this case the defcc- 
li^'e enquiry cases were equated with no enquiry case.s as in 
either case the Tribunal would have justification to go into the 
facts and the employer would have to justify itself that on 
facts the order of dismissal or discharge was proper. In the 
instant case evidence has been led and I have come to the 
conclusion that in belwcen the Isl of October, 72 and 27lh 
of October, 72 (here i.s no material on record to indicate that 
the concerned workman had taken any step to go( his leave ex- 
tended which had expired on the 31st of October, 72. That 
being so, the contention raised Is not at all tenable 

37, Another point that has been canvassed before me is 
that the order of dismissal has not been passed by the Appoint- 
ing Authority, Here again I will point out tha; it is not a case 
of dismi.ssal but an automatic lapse of lien to the post under 
the provisions of the Standing Order. But if it is said that he 
has been dismissed on account of misconduct then I would 
like to point out that there is evidence on record that Asstt. 
Traffic Superintendent is the Appointing Authority of a Ticket 
Collector. Ext. M-22 is the copy of the letter of termination 
and Ext, W-4 is the original. This Ext. M-22 is under the 
signature of MW-2, the Asstt. Traffic Superintendent, and this 
answers the point raised. There is nothing on record on be- 
half of the concerned workman to indicate that any other offi- 
cer is his Appointing Authority, 

38. The management has brought on recotd Ext M-29- 
Scrvicc Regulations of Martin’s Light Railways and MW-2 
has said that the Standing Orders and the Service Regula ions 
operate side by side and when there is a conflict between the 
tv,'o, the Standing Orders prevail, In the Service Regula ion at 
page 105 order of dismissal has to be given by the Heads of 
Departments but that is only with respect to the staff whom 
he alone is competent to appoint substantively. In Tie instant 
case, as the evidence is, the Asstt. Traffic Superintendent fs 
the Appointing Authority and the letter of termination Ext. 
W-4 or Ext. M-22 has been issued from the Office of the 
Superintendent and MW 2 had signed it for the Superintendent 
As the position stand.s, T find that there is no discrepancy in 
E.xt. M-22 and if it is taken as the case of dismissal (hat letter 
is quite valid and Proper but as 1 have said earlier this is a 
case of aiitomaTc loss of lien and not of dismissal and the 
workman having lost his lien the management was justified in 
terminating his services, 

39. In the circumstances indicated above the management 
of Fiitwa Islampiir Light Railway Co. LM., is justified in 
terminating the services of Md, lamilnr Rahman, Ticket Col- 
lector and he is entitled to no relief. 

40. This is my award. 

S, R. .SINHA, Presiding Officer 
fNo, L-41025'f22) '74-LR Iir/DTL(B)| 
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New Delhi, the lyih July, 1977 

.S.O. 2425,--ln pLirsuaiice of section 17 ol the Industrial 
Disputes ,\cl. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Oovernmenl 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Ciovern- 
ment Industrial Tribunal No. 1, Dhmibad, in the industrial 
dispiitc bctvvccn the employers in relation to the management 
of Messrs Dchri Rohtus Light Railway Lompany l.imlted 
and their workmen, which was received hy the Central Gov- 
ernmenl or the 14ih Itily, 1977. 

tlFI OKI I HE CENTR.AL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. I AT DHANBAD 

In Ihc matter of ii reference under Section lOtiUd) of the 

Industrial ITisputes .Act, 1947 

Ri'fcreiiee No. 7 of 1976 

(Ministiv's Ordei No. I -4 1 (1 1 I I i ) /76-D IKHj dalcd the 
27th October. 1976) 

Einph'vees in I'eUilion to the Management ol Messrs Dchii 
kohtas Light Railway Co. Lid., Dalm.'aiiagar 

AND 

T heir workmen 

.\PPE..AR.\NCES : 

For the Mmiagcmcnl — Shri U. P. Aslhana, 

Lor the Workmen— Sn Dwarku Singh, Gcnernl Secretary, 
Dehri Rohttis I.ighl Railway Employees Union. 

Sn Ram Kumar Singh, Member E'xecutitc Committee 
of the Union. 

Sii Somaroo Sinpli, Organising Secretary of the Union, 
ST,\TE : Bihai INDUSTRY ; Railways 

Camp : Snsnram, July 8, 1977 
AWARD 

Tile parties filed a petition on .Inly 7, 1977 settling their 
disputes, and praying that the award be given in terms of the 
settlement, 

A no dispute award is. therefore given in terms of the 
settlement marked .\nnexurc ,A which shall form part of the 
Award, T'he Office Orders Nos. 16 and 17 dated Inly 9, 1976 
are .Aiincxure B and C and these shall also fornt part of the 
award. 

MEMORANDUM OF SHriT.EMLNT DATED 6-9-1971 
BETWEEN THE MANAGEMENT OF DEHRI ROHTAJ 
EIGHT RAILWAY CO. LTD., DAI.MIAN AGAR AND IT* 
WORKMEN REPRESENTED THROUGH THE DEHRI 
KOHTAS LIGHT RAILWAY EMPLOYEES UNION, LTAJ 
MIANAGAR 

Name of the parties present : 

Keprcscnling Management — 

(I) Shri Atul Kumar Sccietary, D.R.l . R|y Co. Ltd., 
Dalmianagar. 

I2) Shri B. P. Asthanii, Loco & Carr. Supdt., D.R.L. 
Railway Co. Ltd., Dalmianagar. 

Representing Dehii Rohta.s Light Kly, hmploy-Jcs Union. 

Shii Dwarika Singh, General Secretary D.R.L. Railvniy 
Co. Ltd, Employees Union, Dalmianagar. 

The niattei.s referred for atijudication to the Central Gov- 
ernment Industrial Tribunal No. 1, Dhimbad vide Govt of 
India, Ministiy ol Labour Order No. L-4.01 1 ( l)/76-DU(B ) 
dated 27th October, 1976, and pending for adjudication before 
the Mild Tnbun.ll marked as Kcl'ercncc No. 7 of 1976 was 
discussed between tiic parties to the dispute ivith a view to 
settle the same mutually and alter prolonged discussions in 
'he interest of Industrial peace and harmony, all (lie disputes 
have been resolved to (he full ^.itisfaction of both the parties 
s follows : — 

t 1 ) That tile vvorkiiieii leleiret,! to ,ti Muiuigeinent's 
Ullice Order No, 16 dated 9ih July, 1976 would he 
confirmed from Isl Apiil, 1976 a.s .against l>t July, 
1976 mentioncil in the aforesaid order. 
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i2) That the workmen mentioned in the Munagcnienx’s 
Oflice Order No. 17 dated 9th July, 1976 would be 
placed on temporary rolls with effect from 1st April, 
1976 as against 1st .Inly, 1976. 

It is hereby further agreed that a joint petition by both 
the parties to the dispute would be filed before the Central 
fiovernraent Industrlnl Tribunal No. 1 at Dh.anbud, with a 
rayer to give an award in reference No. 7 of 1976 sending 
eforc them in terms of settlement as arrived at by this 
settlement. It is further agreed that this settlement would be 
given effect to only after an Award of the Industritil Tribunal 
is obtained and stdtjecl to approval of the same by the said 
Tribunal. 

For Dehri Rohlas Light Railway For Dehri Rohlas Light 
Fmployccs Union, Dalmianagar, Railway Co_ Ltd. 

^xl/- Otdmiaivig.ir. 

General Secr.'iary 

Sd/- 

Sccielr.ry 

Witness foi all the 
Sign.i lories of the 
settlement. 

ANNLXURL ‘B’ 

THH DLHRI ROHTAS LIGHT RAILWAY CO. LTD., 
DALMIANAGAR 
9th July, 1976 
OFFICE order no. 16 


The Management is pleased to confirm the appointment of 
the following pci sons with effect from 1 •7-1 976 on posts shown 
against their names : — 


SI, 

No. 

Name of cmployee.s 

Department 

Post. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1. Shrl Satyanarain 

Traffic 

Pointsman 

2^ 

,, Abdul Jalil Ansari 

,, 


.1, 

,, Rampali 

, 

,, 

4, 

,, Mukhdeo 



5. 

,, Suchit Singh 


R/R/ 

Attendent 

6. 

,, Sagjr Ahmed Khan 


Pointsman 

7, 

,, Muneshwar Prasad 



8. 

,, .lanardan Prasad 



9. 

,, Munslii 



10. 

,, Md., Shamim 



11. 

Rambilash Singli 



12. 

,, Lalloo Singh 


»r 

LI. 

., Lai Bachao Singh 



14. 

,, Ram Kumar P.uhak 



l.I. 

,, Mohan Singh 



16. 

,. Rajcndra Singh 



17. 

,, Jhapsi Singh 



18. 

,, Awadhnarain Tiwari 



19. 

,, Banshi Singh 



20. 

,, Hari Chowdhari 



21. 

,, Raj -ndcr s/o Bigait 



2'» 

,, Bhagwan Ram 

it 


23. 

,, Ramnandan Singh 



24. 

„ Parmeshwar Mahto 



25. 

,, Ganesh 



26. 

„ Surcsh 

,, 

„ 


2633 


12 .14 


27. Shri Jangic.shwar 

Running 

Agwalla 

28. „ 

Rambilash Singli 

Sh’d 


29 

»» 

Satyanarain 



30. ,, 

Mahendra Prasad 


,, 

di. ,. 

Chandradco Misiri 


Turner 

32. „ 

Kamia Prasad Singh 

Running 

Carr. 

33. , 

Jamadar 

Shed 

Khalasi 

Coal 

34. „ 

Ramdas 


Khalasi 

35. „ 

Rambilash 

,, 

, 

36. „ 

Mahabir 

,, 

Loco cleaner 

37. „ 

Kamta PJ. s/o Ranjanaih 


Loco 

38. „ 

Ram .Ashray Shah 


Khalasi 

39. „ 

Pram 'd Kumar 



40. 

Ram.e.sh Prasail 


,, 

41. „ 

Uhisam Singh 

,, 


42. „ 

Ramraj Singh 


,, 

4’. „ 

Nitmal Kumar 

,, 


44. 

Jugal s/o Maukey 


Carr. 

45. „ 

PrabltLinatlt s/o M, train Ram 


Khalasi 

F.lec. 

46. „ 

Lai Molul. 


Khtlasi 

47. ,. 

Chandrama Singh 


Coal Khalasi 

48. „ 

Dinanpth Singh 

*1 1 

j , 

49. ,. 

Jagnarain 

r f 

,, 

50. ,. 

Bijay 

,, 


.51. , 

Ramc hander 


,, 

52. 

Shyamjee Singh 

,, 

Turner 

53. .. 

Ha/ari Singh 

Watch & 

Watchinin 

54. „ 

Lakhan s/o Rajtiaih 

Ward 

Engg. 

Khalasi 

55. .. 

Bigan Singh 

,, 


56, „ 

Ramasbi.s s/o Ramratan 

,, 


57. ,. 

Ramkaran 



58. . 

Sarjoo s/o Daroga 

,, 

„ 

59. . 

Madhusudan 


Sweeper 

60. , 

Abdul Rahman 

,, 

Painter 

61. , 

Sheonaih Sharma 


BTM 

62. . 

Sheonaram 


Carpenter 

Khalasi 

63. . 

Jagoo Singh 



64. . 

Laibchaii 



65. , 

Satyanarain 

,, 


66. , 

Nageshwar 

,, 


67. . 

Dconaih 

Iiaffic 

Watchman 


S,1/- .'kTUL KUMAR, .Sxy. 


ANNEXURE ‘C’ 

THE DEHRI ROHLAS LIGHT RAILWAY CO. LED., 
DALMIANAGAR 

9lh July, 1 976 

OFFICE ORDER NO. 17 

Subject to their being found medically fit and assessment of 
llicir ago by C unpany’s Medical Officer, tit; Management is 
pleased to place the foil 'wing w 'iknien on temp rary rolls with 
effect from Kt July, 1976. Th; d;signuion, b.tsic salary and 
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grade as applicable to ih^ni from the said dale is sh‘ wa against 
ih ir names : - 


SI. 

No 

1 

Name Dcsig- Dcpti. 

nation. 

2 3 " 4 

Grade 

5 

Basic 

salary 

6 

1. 

Sn Mirieshwar Singh Khalasi Engg 
s/o She; lall 

70-85 

70A 


,, Hhsiya Ram Singh 
s/o Briclih 


70,/- 

3, 

,, Balk shwai Singh 
-s/o Bhiikhv 


70/- 

4. 

,, Dconarden Yada 
s/.i Gopi 


70/- 

.s 

,, Gu.ucharan Singh 
s/o Kirit 


70/- 

6. 

,, Shconandan .Singh 
s/o Dasraih 

>' 

70/- 

7. 

.. Sudama s/o Sheo 


70/- 

8. 

,, Sunder 

s/o Raiigahan 


70/- 

9. 

,, .\w'j,dlu’sh s/o 

Rambnchh 


70/- 

10, 

,, Mukhlal Singh 
s/o Janky 


70/- 

II. 

,, Bineshwar 
s/o Khobhari 


70/ 

12, 

,, Ranidoo s/o Sakino 

„ 

70/- 

13, 

Ramraj Singh 
s/o Ram Pd, 

•• 

70/- 

14. 

,, Ganga s/o Aliar 


70/- 

15. 

Awadhesh s/o Ramai. 


70/- 

16. 

., Garibar s/o Jhapsi 

,, 

70/- 

17, 

,, Hari Narain ,, ,, 

s/o Bhadai 

- 

70/- 

18. 

,, Premchand Sweeper 


70/- 

19. 

,, Naresli 


70/- 

20. 

,, Gulab 


70/. 

21. 

,, Ramraj Mislira Watch- 

man 


70/- 

2.^ 

.. AyoOh.va Singh Khalasi R/Shed 

s/o Gulab 

•• 

70/- 

23. 

,, Rumsinghasan ,, „ 

'Bbaraii 


70.'- 

24. 

, Rasul Khalifa ,, ,, 


70/- 

25. 

,, Jagdish Singh 
a/o Mahtngoo 

” 

70/- 

26. 

,, Ro.mdas Singh 
s/o Raghunath 


70/- 

27. 

,, Ba,!irani Singh 
s/o Maht'sh 

" 

70/- 

.28, 

,, Lallan Pd. Singh 
s/o Surajimlh 

■■ 

70/- 

?9. 

,, Bhikhari Singh 
.s/o Dukhi 

" 

7C/. 

30. 

,, Ravind.'r Singh 

.. 

70/- 

31, 

„ Krishna Pd. Ram 


70/- 

32. 

,, Awadhesh Kr, Singh ,, 

,, 

70,'- 

33. 

,, Rum.sewak Singh BTM 

Turner 

75-1 1C 

75/- 

34. 

,. Wasiqtic Hussain 


75/- 

35. 

Suresh Dull Pundev Points- Traffic 
man 

75- -95 

75/- 


_ I 2 3 4 5 6 

36. Sri Ramsuresh Singh P.-on Office 70-S5 70/- 

37. ,, Biriod ChoLidhary Wa'd^ Mtdical „ 70/- 

bay 

3.8. „ Marachi Devi Dai ,, ,, 70/- 

39, ,, Sakaldcep Singh Watch- W & ,, 70/- 

man Ward 

40. „ Rarnashis Singh ,. ,, ,, 70/- 

4J. „ ICamcshwai Singh ,, ,, ,, 70;- 

42. „ Md. Raffique ,, ,, „ 70/- 

43. ,, Rambahadur Singh ,, ,, ,, 70/- 


Sd/-ATUL KUMAR, ye:y. 

K.B. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer. 

[No. L-4J0.I(l)/76-D-l[(B)| 
HARBANS BAHADUR. Desk Officer 

New Delhi, the 14th July. 1977 

S.O. 2426 — In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industritd 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947/, the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Ciovern- 
ment Industrial Iribunal. Calcutta in the industrial dispute bet- 
ween the ernployer-s in relation to the management of Chhenda- 
palhar Wolfram Mine Purnapani, Post Office Fulkiisma, Dis- 
trict Bunkura ol Goiiripiir Industries (Private) Limited. Cal- 
cutta and their workmen. 

CENTRAL CiOVHRNMENT INDUSTRJAI. TRIBUNAL .AT 
CAI CUTTA. 

Reference No. 2 of 1976 

P.NRTIIES ; 

Hmployers in relation to the management of Chhendnpa- 
thac Wolfram Mine.s Pucnapiini of Goiiripur Indus- 
tries (Piivate) Limited, 

AND 

Their workmen. 

.\PPL-.ARANCr ; 

On behalf of tmployer.s — Shri Tnpus Roy, Advocate, 

On behalf of Workmen— Shri Bisveswar Ganguly, An 
Officer of the Union. 

■SI, ATE : We.sl Bcngtil INDUSTRY : Mining 

AWARD 

By Order No. I.-19012 (44)/75 D-llI (B) dated hlh January 
1976 the Government of India. Ministry of Labour referred 
the following reference to this Tribunal for adjudication ; 

“Whether the following demands of the woikmen of 
Chhendapathar Wolfram Mine, Post Office Ful- 
kiisnia District Bunkura in the State of West Bcng.al 
of Gouripur Industries (Private) Limited, Sulisbuiy 
House, 3/1, Bankshfdl Street, Calcutta ace justihed? 
If so, to what reliefs arc the workmen entitled ? 

DEMANDS 

(i) Pay of wages to the unskilled workmen at the rate 
of Rs. 6 per day per head and coiTcsponding in- 
cicase. in the wages of semi-skilled and skilled work- 
men. Payment of other fringe benefits to unskilled, 
semi-skilied and skilled workmen of the mine. 

(ii) Payment of wages to the workmen for the period 
of unemployment from 4-6-74 upto 3t-8-74 due to 
closure.” 

2 In continuation of my previous Order dated 14-12-1976 
in [lie abfwe reference, the relevant portion of wEieh is quoted 
below, the ease of the paities was heard again on the second 
pail of the refeienec ; 
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“7, In the result, the rcfereaec is rejcctod in respect of 
the fiHit pJtt of the jcfertnee asking far enltunced 
wages aiul in icsneet of the second part ot the refe- 
rence a trial shall be conducted to ascertain whether 
the employe]- was bound to pay wages to (he work- 
men for the period of unemployment from 4-6 74 
to 31-8-74 and if so at what rate." 

3. On behalf of the management the Managing Direetor 
himself v.;is re-c;dlcd and e';amined us MW- 1 and similarly 
on behalf of the Union its President was recalled and re- 
examined as WW-l. The contenion of the union that the work- 
men were unemployed during the period due to the closure 
of the mine could not be accepted. Neither the a-'-crnient in 
the written statement nor the evidence in the case cstabli.shed 
that the unemployment was due to the closure within the 
mc;ming of Section 25FFA and 25FFF of the Industrial Dis- 
putes Act, 1947. It cannot also be contended that the unem- 
ployment of the workmen was due to any lockout. The union 
however has relied upon a notice miirked Fxt. M-16 dated 
,31st May, 1974 for the purpose of holding that as a result 
of lockout the workmen were unemployed during the period. 
Rut the contents of this document do not show th.'it there had 
been any lockout us such. On the other hand, the mine in ques- 
tion could not be worked as there was no Manager in the ser- 
vice of the mine duly appointed for the purpose of running 
the mine. WW-l however was not able to produce any other 
tlocnmcnt or any reliable evidence to hold tlnit the management 
with any malafidc intention had locked out the workmen with 
cilcct from 4-6-74. In the absence of any reliable evidence on 
lhal account I hold that there had been no lock out us such. 

4, The next question for consideration is whether there was 
'■ittl'cient giound foi' the man^igcment to .suspend the operation 
of the mine for the period between 4-6-74 and 3I-8-I974. The 
managemcnl has pioduced a large number of documents to 
prove that a proper Manager could not be appointed during 
the period, (n this regard it may be relevant to point out that 
under the Metalliferous Mines Regulalion.s, 1961 a Managet 
1 = an absolute necessity for nmning a mine. A Manager under 
the Regulations means a person pos.sessing the prescribed quali- 
I'cntions and appointed in writing by the owner or agent to be 
in charge of a mine iindet the Act, Regulation No. 34 provi- 
des that no mine shall be opened, worked or re-opened unless 
there is a Manager of the mine being a pci-son duly appointed 
Hid having such qualification as required by the Regulations. 
It wa.s in evidence that the then Manager Sri R. B. Mondal who 
'VDs appointed with effect from 24-11-1973 had tendered his 
resignation vide his letter Ext. M-7 dated 27-2-74 but be was 
tictually relieved of the post only on 30-4-1974. The next in- 
cumbent of the post was one Tapan Roy Chowdhnry who was 
appointed by .a letter dated 24-8-1974, Fxt. M-I7, So, nor- 
mally between 1-5-1974 to 24-8-1974 there could not have 
been any Manager in charge of the mine. 11 is also in evidence 
Oiat MW-1 took a very keen interest in gelling a suitable 
Man.igci for the post dtiring relevant period. Coupled w'ith his 
oral evidence there are series of documents produced to show 
that he had advertised the job in Newspaper and held intcr- 
'uVws with qualified persons but he could not get a proper 
and duly qualified person until 24-8-1974. The Director Gene- 
ral of Mines Safety vide his letters Exis. M-1.8 and M l 9 
was paiticiilar that the mine could not have been worked with- 
out a proper Manaistcr appointed in the post. In strict com- 
pliance of the provisions of Regulation 34 therefore until u 
pi'opcr Manager was appointed the mine could not have been 
v'.orkcd in which case the workmen will not be in a position 
to contend (hat they were entitled to their wages during the 
period of unemployment. 


5. But, there was some latches on the part of the manage- 
ment in not running the mine at least for the period from 
t-6-I974 to 30-6-1974 as well os from 24-8-1974 to 3I-S-I974. 
Regulation 34 '7) (a) empowers the Manager to appoint a 
person holding a Manager’s certificate or a F’oreman’s certificate 
in ease the Manager was unable to exercise duly his personal 
supervision or is unable to perform his duties under the Regu- 
lations. in view of the provision it is admitted that MW-I 
had appointed one Haque who wais foieman of the Mine to 
act as Manager during the period from 1-5-1974 to 31-5-1974. 
Sri Haqne w'as acting in that capacity in the month of May, 
1974. There is no reason why permission to allow Heaoiie in 
‘hat capacity to continue iipto 30-6-1974 w.as not sough; for 
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.sufficiently early in order to avoid the dosing down of the 
mine The management has idiod upon the provisioii.s conhuned 
in Regulation 34 (7) (a) (ii) which reads as '. 

“no such authorization shall have effect for ;i period in 
c.xcess of 30 days, except with the previous consent in 
writing of the Chief Inspector and subject to such 
conditions as he may specify therein; nor without 
a like consent shall a second authorisation be made to 
take effect upon the expiry of the fiisl. The Chief Ins- 
pector shall not permit any such authorization to 
extend over a period e.vcccding 60 days unless the 
person holds qualifications specified in the siib-rc- 
gulalion (2) 

So, the management was Isound to move the .uithoritics lor 
the continuance of Haque’s service as Manager at least for a 
period of another one mcnlh. The management however did 
not ao so. Ext. M-13 dated 28th May, 1974 was the letter 
which Director of the Company adrpssed to the Diicclur 
General of Mines Safely for the continuation of Flaque's ser- 
vice as the Manager for another period of 30 days aflcr 
31-5-1974. The reply to that letter wiis seen to have been recei- 
ved in the office of the Mines only on 29th June, 1974 allo- 
wing Haque to continue as Manager for the neiiod of one 
mnnih iipto .10th June, 1974. 

Fxt. M-15 dated 20th June, 1974 was the said letter permit- 
ting Hague to continue in office. If the management had been 
diligent they could have sent Fxt. M-1.3 letter much earlier in 
order to avoivi the discontinuance of Haque’s service as .M.ma- 
ger for a further period of one month iipto 30lh June, 1974. 
MVV-I knew that under the Regulation 34 (7) ta) (ii) pei- 
missions of the Director General of Mine.s Safety wa.s absolu- 
tely necessary tor permitting H;ique to continue in service for 
a further period ot one month and if he had been earnest about 
his continuance ns Manager for that period, he should have 
applied to the concerned authority sufficiently ahead to enable 
the authority concerned to grant permission for the continuance 
of Haque as Manager of the mine iipto 30th June. 1974. The 
management failed to apply for permission in time and cou- 
.sequently the workmen had to go unemployed from 4-6-1974, 
There was no ground for the management to keep the work- 
men unemployed at least from 4-6-74 to 30-6-74. Similarly, the 
management had also no ground why the workmen were kept 
out of employmeni from 24-8-74 to 31-8-74, It was already 
seen that Sri Tapan Roy Chowdhnry had as.sunied charge ns 
Manager on 24-8-1974, When this was put to the lonniej 
Advocate of the employer he did not deny it. There was no 
record to show the date on which the new manager assumed 
chaige. The testimony of MW-1 in cross-examination that he 
’•vonid have taken charge on 1st September, 1974 was not 
born? out from any document produced, Ext. M-I7 appoint- 
meni order shows that the post was olTrred to him and it had 
to b,‘ presumed therefore that he took charge on 24-8-74. The 
management should hav'c opened the mine with efl'ect from 
24-8-74. The workmen will therefore be entitled to the wages 
from 4-6-74 to 30-6-74 and from 24-8-74 to 31-8-74. The rate 
of this wage shall be at the lalc at which they were being paid 
before they became unemployed. 

6. In the rcsiill, an Award is passed in favour of ihc work- 
men directing the management to pay their wages at the 
rate at which they had been paid earlier to their immploy- 
ment from 4-6-74 to 30-6-74 and from 24-8-74 to 31-8-74, 
In respect of the remaining period the workmen’s Claim for 
wages is disallowed. 

INo. T-19012t44)/7.5-D-rn (Bl/D-IV (B)l 

E. K. MOIDU, Picsiding Officer 
Dated- Calcutta, the 9th June, 1977 

New Delhi, the 15th July, 1977 
S.O. 2427.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
herchy publishes the following award of the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Tribunal, Jabalpur in the matter of applica- 
tion filed by Baldeo Singh, Security Inspector, Jhagrakhand 
Colliery, District Snrguja (Madhya Pradesh) under Section 
33A of the Industrial Di.sputcs Act, 1947, which was received 
by the Central Government on the 13th July, 1977. 



26^6 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JULY 30, 1977/SRAVANA S, 1899 [Part 11— Se c. 


CENTRAT GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AI.- 
CUM-I.ABOUK COURT JABAI.PUR (M.Pl 

Case No. CGIT/LC(A) (3)/1977 

parties ; 

Baldco Singh. Security Inspector, residing nt JhagraEhand 
Colliery, P.O. .Ihagruknand Colliery, Distiict Siirgii]a 
( M.P. )— Complainant. 

VERSUS 

I General Manager, Western CoaFfields 1-1^ Jhagra- 
khand Area, P.O, Jhagrakhand Colliery, District Snr- 
guja (M.P.) and others.— 0pp. Parlies, 

APPEAR.ANCES : 

Eor Complainant— Shri S. D. Mukherji, Advocate. 

For 0pp. Paities— Shii P, S. Nair, Advocate. 

INDUSTRY : Coal Mines DISTRICT : Siiiguja (M.P.) 


AWARD 

This is a Complaint under Sec. 33-A of the Industrial Dis- 
niites .Act filed because the conditions of service of 
plainam arc alleged to have been changed by the managemcm 
during the pendency of Reference Nos, 34 of N74 and t. 
of 1076, 

2 It is not disputed that there was an incident in vvhich 
the comphdnant, S^ecurity Inspector, and Mr. Methew, Ass.s_. 
t'lnt Security Inspector, were involved a.gamst each other. B^O h 
of t^m were diarge-sheetcd. Domestic enqtiii^ was held 
aL t^ complainant was reduced in rank us a nicasure of 
punishment ^At the lime when this action was 
rence numbers mentioned above were pen^ng before ihu 
Tribunal Reference No. 34 of 1974 may be reproduced as 

follows : — . . . 

“Whether the action of the North Chinmiri 

Colliery of Coal Mines Authority I.td^., P.O, Cnin 
miri, District Siirguja (Madhya Pradesh) 

the following wagon loaders from WO! k with e^^^ 

from the 1 Uh March 1973, is jus ified ? 
what relief are the concerned workmen entitled 

1 Shri Gurunalh S/o Narayan, Wagon Loader 

2. Shri Uchabo S/o Piinis.’. Wagon Loader 

3. Shri Trinath S/o Dutio, Wagon Loader 

4. Shri Uchoa S/o Hannu, Wagon Loader 

5. Shri Babulal S/o Agadhm, Wagon Loader 

6. Shri Kaibal S/o Krishna, Wagon Loader. 

7. Shri Jguria S/o Jutia, Wagon Loader 

8. Shri Bhaskar S/o Murli, Wagon I oadcr”. 

Similarly the refeicnce no. 1.5 of 1976 runs as follows i- 

“Whethei- the action of the management of Bijuri Colliery 
of Coal Mines Authority Ltd. P.O 
Shahdol in stopping Ranoo Singh S/o Budhai Singh 
ceneral Ma/dooi of Bijuri Colliery, from work with 
effect from 23-1-75 is justified ? what 

relief is the concerned workman entitUd ! 

3. Complainant’s case is ,^Te' 

nagar Colhery /A '®®„nifJrrcd to Jhagrakhand Colliery 
was again maliciously trinsterrcu b available to 

r""' enSJT'/ts.; Si »' 

IS perfornung p Y j,- jg not a workman within the 

Sec*^ 2 (sTof rindr“tr"^^^ Disputes Act, Even if 

with the disputes covered y , 7 . j 33 industrial 

Hen^^^hrco:;;alnt"1^ ^^e^ed to he not m.iin- 

lainablc. 


5. Parties have produced no evidence on the point as to 
what duties arc performed by the complainant. He has not 
denied the allcgatiorm of the management that he is perform- 
ing supervisory functions nor that that he is drawing a salary 
of more than Rs, 500 per month. Besides this non denial 
when his status was challenged the complainant should have 
at least adduced some evidence to prove that he comes within 
the category of workman. Inspector’s job is mainly super- 
visory and as there is no evidence that he is drawing fess 
than Rs. 500 per month salary, it is held that he Is not a 
workman and no complaint is maintainable at his instance. 

6. Even if i| is held that he is a workman, Sec. 33 requires 
that he should be the concerned workman. The term ‘con- 
cerned workman’ has been held to be having wider connota- 
tion yet itt cannot be streched loo far to mean that a work- 
man of Jhagrakhand Colliery is in any manner concerned 
with the dispute of 8 wagon lodders in North Chlriniiii Colliery 
I Reference No. 34/74) (,r with the indivisual dispute of Ranoo 
Singh of Bijuri Colliery tponsored by him under Sec. 2A of 
Industrial Disputes Act (Reference No. 15 of 1976). Each 
colliery is a separate unit(minc). The latter dispute of Ranoo 
Singh was not spon.sorcd by any union, ft is only a deemed 
industrial dispute. Simply because all the collieries in Ma- 
dhya Pradesh are under the management of Western Coal- 
fields Ltd. any dispute anywhere tinder that employer will 
not make all employees of all other collieries to be concerned 
workmen. Moreover both the said references are such where 
general question with wider impact is not involved. Sub-ins- 
pector Security Guard has nothing in common with the wagvvn 
loaders or with general Mazdoor. 

7. Thirdly there is no contravention of the provisions ot 
Sec. 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act. Sub-section (1) of 
Sec. 33 win not apply because the punishment awarded to 
the complainant or even his transfer is not connected with any 
of the disputes raised in those two references. Sec. 33(2)fb) 
permits the management to punish the employee for any matter 
not connected with the dispute pending before the Tribunal 
provided the punishment awarded is short of discharge or dis- 
missal from service. Thus punishment of reduction in rank 
could well be awarded by the management even when the 
said references were pending and even if the complainant is 
deemed to be a concerned workman with respect to those re- 
ferences. There was no branch of the provisions of Sec. 
33(2)(b), The complaint is,_ therefore, not maintainable and 
is hereby dismissed. Award is given accordingly. 

S. N. JOHRI, Presiding Officer. 

Dated : 6-7-1977. 

[No. L-22014 (l)/77-fi)-D. IV (B)l 

S.O. 2428. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dis- 
putes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Goveinment hereby 
publishes the following award of the Central Government In- 
dustrial Tribunal, Jabalpur in the matter of application fifed 
by A. Mathew S/o Shri M. M. Antony residing at Ramnagar 
Colliery, P.O, Ramnagar, District Shahdol (Madhya Pradesh) 
under Section 33 A of the rndustrial Disputes Act, 1947, which 
was received by the Central Government on i2th luly, 1977. 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRI8LNA1.- 
CUM-EABOUR COURT JABAI.PUR (M.P.) 

CASH NO, CGIT/LCfA)(4)/1977 

PARTIES : 

A. Methew S/o Shri M. M, Antony, residing at Ram- 
nagar Cofliery, P.O, Ramnagar. Distt. ShahdoKM.P, ) 

C omphiinant. 

VERSUS 

The General Manager, Western Coalfields 1 td. Jnagra- 
khand Area, P.O. Jhagrakhand Colliery, Distt. Sur- 
guja (M.P.) and other.— Opp, Parties. 

APPEARANCES ; 

For Complainant — Shri S. D. Mukherji, Advocate. 

Eor Opp. Parlies — Shri P, S. Nair, Advocate. 
INDUSTRY : Coal Mines DISTRICT : ShahdoKM.P.) 

AWARD 

This is a Complaint under Sec. 33-A of Industrial Disputes 
.\et filed because the conditions of service of the complainant 
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are alleged to have been changed by the management of fha- 
grakhantt Colliery during )'■, ^ -foronce No. ^4 

of, 1974 and 15 of 1976 as - ■ • ned Counsel fur 

the complainant at the time ■ i ■ ■ ■■ .■ - ■ .ie references so 

pending were not specified ■■■■■. ' ■ ; 

2. It is not disputed that there was an incident between the 
complainant and Shri Ba'deo Singh Security Inspector. , Both 
of them were charge-sheeted on this account, domestic enquiry 
■was held and the complainant was reduced in rank as a mea- 
sure of punishment. When the aCfion was taken references 
numbers mentioned above were pending' before this Tribunal. 
Reference No. 34 of 1974 may be reproduced as follovvs : — 

“Whether the .action of the ma'nagement of North Chiri- 
miri Colliery cf Coal Mines Authority Ltd., P.O. 
Chirimiri, District Surguja (Madhya Prade'h) in 
stopping the following wagon loaders from work with 
effect from LUh March 1973, is justtfi.ed ? If not to 
what relief are the concerned workmen entitled : 


management of Western Coalfields Ltd. any dispute anywhere 
un-.ler that employer -wiil not make all the employees of all 
ot-ber cdl'licties to' be concerned workmen. Moreover both 
the .said references are strch where general question with ■wider 
impact is not involved. An .\sstt. Security Officer has nothing 
in common with the said wagon loaders of different colliery 
oi with the general mazdoor of Bijuri Colliery. Secondly there 
is no contravention of the provisions of Sec. 33 of Industrial 
Disp.utes Act. Sub-section 111 of Sec. 33 wifi not apply be- 
cause -he punishment awarded ■to the complainant is not con- 
nected with any of the disputes raised in those two references. 
Sec. 22(2) (b) permits the m-anagement i ■■ ih. . 

tor 'iny matter not connected with the c' - ■■■ . v ■ ■■ :e 
the Iribunal provided the punishment i '• 

discharge or dismissal from service. Thus the punishment of 
reduction, in rank could well be awarded by 'the management 
even \vh^ the said references- were pending -and even if ihe 
complainant is deemed to be a concerned workman with res- 
pect to those references. There was no breach of the pro- 
visions of Sec. 33 (2)(bl of the Act. 


1. Shri Gurunath S^o Narayan Wagon Loader 

2. Shri Uchabo S^o Punia, Wagon Loader ,, 

3. Shri Trinath S/o Hannu, Wagon Loader, 

4. Shri Uchoa S/o Hannu. Wagon Loader 

5. Shri Babillal S/o Agadhm, Wagon Loader 

6. Shri Kaibal S/o Krishna, Wagon Loader 

7. Shri Jgu»-ia'S/o Jutia, Wagon Loader 

R. Shri Bhaskar S/o Murli. "Wagon Loader”. 

Similarly the refercnct: no. 15 of 1976 runs as follows ; — 

“Whether the action of the management of Bijuri Colliery 
of Coal Mines Authority Ltd., P.O. Bijuri. District 
Shahdol in stopping Ranoo Singh S/o Budhai ^ingh 
general , mazdoor of Bijru Colliery, from work |wilh 
effect from-' 23-1-75 is justified ? If not 'to what 
, relief is the concerned workman entiti'ed?” 

3. Complainant’s case is that is a workman within the 
definition .given in Sec. 2(.sl of Indu&tial Disputes Act. He is 
working as Asstf. Security Officer and admittedly he i'was 
drawing the pay of more than Rs. 500. The enquiry was; pre- 
judicial and the complainant was kept under -suspeasion for a 
long time. Ultimately the punishment of reduction in rank 
was illegally awarded. This was in contravention of Sec. 33 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. He has on that account suffer- 
ed monetai'y losses due to reduced wages, bonus, gratuity, pre-- 
vident funds, annual incretjtents etc. and half wages for sus- 
pension period. 

4. Management's legal o'bjeciions are that the co.mplaitianf 
is performing purely supervisory duties and he is drawing a 
salary of more th.m Rs, 500. He is not a workman withit. 
the meaning' of Sec. 2(s) of Industriaf Di.sputes Act. Complaint 
at his instance is not' maintainable. Even if he is held to be 
a workman he is not the concerned workman as contemplated 
in Sec. 33fof the Industrial Disputes Act, nor there had been 
and breach of the mandatory provisions of Sec. 33 of In- 
dustrial Disputes Act, Thus on all these three grounds the 
complaint is alleged to be not maintainable, 

5. Parties produced no evidence. The compl.ainant specifi- 
cally alleged that as an Asstt. Security Officer his duty was 
to keep an eye on the activities’of the workmen as well as on 
officers. This fact has not been denied and thus it is clear 
that his duties are not of supervisory nature as be has fq be 
on the vigil all the timo. Vigilance is not synonimous to 
supervision. As such it is held that he is a workman ■within 
the meaning of Sec.21s) of Industrial Disputes Act. ’ 

6. Howe'ver. the other Iwo legal' objections have their own 
weight. Section 33 require.s that the complainant .should 'fte a 
concerned workman. The term “concerned workman” has 
been held to be having ,v/ider connotation yet it cannot' be 
stretched too far to mean that a workman of Jhagrakhand 
Colliery, as the complainant is, will in any manner be (bn- 
cerned with the dispute of the eight wagon loaders of North 
Chirimiri Colliery (Reference No. 34 of 1974) or with the 
individual dispute of Ranoo Singh of Bijuri Colliery sponsored 
by him under Sec. 2 A of Industrial Disputes' Act (Referenc: 
No. 15 of 1976). Each Ccriiiery is a separate unii (mipe). 
The latter dispute of Ranoor Singh- was not .“-ponsored by any 
Union. It is only a deemed indqsfria! dispute. Simply ^ be- 
cause all the collieries m Madhya Pradesh are under' (he 
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7, For all these reasons I am of the opinion that the com- 
plaint is not maintainable and is therefore dismissed. Award 
is given accordingly. 

S. N, JOHRl, Presiding Officer 

Dated ; 6-7-1977 

[No. L-22014 (l)/77-(ii)-D. IV (B)l 

S.O. 2429.- — In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dis- 
putes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government hereby 
publishes the following award of tlie Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal, Jabalpur in the matter of application 
filed by S. K. Nair, Truck Driver, residing at Kamnagar 
Colliery. , P.O, Ramnagar. Disirict ^ahdol (Madhya Prar 
desh) under Section 33.A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, which was received by ihe Central Ooveinment on 
the 13th July. 1977. 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR (M. P.) 

Case No. CGrr/LC(-V,)(5)/1977) 

PARTIES - 

S.K. Nair. Truck Driver, residing at Ramnagar Colliery, 
P.O. Ramnagar, Dhtt. Shahdol (M. P.) — .Comp- 
lainant. 

VERSUS 

The General Manager, Western Coalfields Ltd,, Jhagra- 
khand Area, P.O. Jhagrakhand Colliery, District 
Surguja (M.P.) and another. — Opp. Parties. 

APPEARANCES : ' 

For Complainant. — Shri S. D. Mukherji, Advocate. 

For Opp. Parties. — Shrj P. S. Nair, Advocate. 
INDUSTRY : Coal Mines 
DISTRICT : Shahdol (M.P.) 

AWARD 

This is a complaint under Sec. 33-A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act filed against the dismissal of the complainant 
by the management of Ramnagar Colliery on the allegedly 
proved charge of his participation in the quarrel between 
Shri Baldeo Singh and Shri Mathew. Assistant Security Offi- 
cer, when no approval was sought for such an action even 
though the reference no. )5 of 1976 was pending before 
it. 

2. It is not disputed that the complainant was charge- 
sheeted for the said misconduct, domestic enquiry was held 
and he was ultimately dismissed from sen-ice. The allega- 
tions against the validity of the domestic enquiry proceedings 
have been denied by the management. 

3. Management has raised legal objections against the 
maintainability of the complaint on the ground that .the 
complaint was npt workman concerned with the said indusi 
trial dispute which was pending before this Tribunal. Ref- 
erence No. 15 of 1976 runs as follows - 
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“Whctlier tlie action of the manaBcment of Bijuii Col; 
liery cf Coal Minw Anlhority LtJ., ?. O. Bijun, 
Diatric Shabdol in stopping Ranoo Singh S/o 
Budhai Singh general raaTdoor of Bijuri ri>llicry, 
from ^ 'ork with effect from 23-1-75 is justified .’ If 
not to what relief is the concerned wrokman entitl- 
ed ?” 

This dispute of Ranoo Singh was sponsored by the work- 
man hims elf under .See. 2A of Industrial Disputes Act. It 
was not sponsor ;d by any union. Thus it was only a deemed 
industrial dispu c. No such general question was involved 
in that dispute which could have wider impact. There is 
notliing to .show how the complaint was concerned with that 
dispute. It is tme that the words ‘workman concerned in 
the dispute’ ha been given a wider connota ion by the 
Supreme Court, yet the meaning of these words cannot Ire 
stretched too far so as to make the workman of Ramnagar 
Colliery in any manner concerned with the di .pute of an 
indirddual work nan of Bijuri Colliery. Simply because all 
the collieries in Madhya Pradesh are under the management 
of Western Coalfields Ltd., any dispute anywhere under that 
empiloyer will n rt make all the employees of all other collie- 
ries to be conci med workmen. I am, therefore, of the view 
that the compl unant is not a concerned woikman, hence 
he gets no pre faction under the provisions of Sec. 33 of 
Industrial Dispitcs Act. As such the complaint is not 
maintainable. It is hereby dismissed. Award is given ac- 
cordingly. 

S. N. JOHRl, Presiding Officer 

Dated ; 7-7-1977. 

[No. L-22014(D/77-(iii)-D-lV(B)] 

S.O. 2430. — la pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Diaputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishev the following award of the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Tribunal, Jabalpur in the matter of applica- 
tion filed by Dayawant Dubey S/o Rajeswar Duhey, residing 
at Ramnagar Colliery, Post Office, Ramnagar. District 
Shahdol (Madhja Pradesh) under Section 33A of the Indus- 
trial Disputes Act, 1947, which was received by the Central 
Government on the I3th July, 1977, 

CENTRAL G 7VERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR (M. P.) 

Case No. CGIT/LC(A)(7)/1977 

PARTIES ; 

Dayawant Dubey S/o Rajeswar Dubey, residing at Ram- 
nagar Colliery, P.O. Ramnagar, District Shahdol 

(M.P.) —Complainant. 

VERSUS 

The Genera' Manager, Jhagrakhand Area, Western Coal- 
fields l,td. P.O. Jhagrakhand Colliery, District 
Surguja (M.P.) and another.— Opp. Party. 

APPEARANCES : 

For Complainant. — Shri S. D. Mukherji, Advocate, 

For Opp. P.irty.— Shri P, S. Nair, Advocate. 

INDUSTRY ; Coal Mines DISTRICT : Shahdol (M.P.) 

Dated, 7th July, 1977 

AWARD 

This is a complaint under Sec. 33-A of Industrial Disputes 
Act against the dismissal of the complainant b)’ the manage- 
ment of Ramnagar Colliery on the allegedly proved charge 
of defalcation vithout seeking permission of this Tribunal 
when Reference No. 15 of 1976 was pending before it. 

2. It is not disputed that the complainant was a clerk 
in that branch t f Western Coalfields Ltd. A charge of dcfal- 
Mrion OTO framed agaimst him. Departmental enquiry was 
held and the i umshment of dismissal from service was 
ultunately awar. ed by the said management. At that time 
when the dismj sal wus ordered 'the said Reference No 15 
^ 1976 was pmding before this Tribunal. It runs’ as 


“Whether the action of the management of Bijuri Col- 
lieiy of Coal Mines Authority Ltd., P.O. Bijuri, 
District Shahdol in stopping Ranoo Singh S/o 
Budhai Singh general mazdoor of Bijuri CTolIiery, 
from work with effect from 23-1-75 is Justified ? 

If not to what relief is the concerned workman 
entitled 7’’ 

3. The ca.se of the complainant is that he was the Sec- 
retary of the Ramnagar Branch of M. P, Colliery Workers 
Federation which was the union o{»rating in that branch. 
The validity of the domestic proceedings has been challenged 
and it is said that as the above reference was pending before 
the Tribunal the complainant being a protected workman 
could not be dismissed from service without seeking prior 
permission of the Tribunal, He has therefore claimed re- 
instatement with back wages. 

4. Tlie management has denied factual allegations against 
the validity of the domestic enquiry. It has further challeng- 
ed the fact that the complainant was a protected workman, 
his status us Secretary of the Union has been denied. The 
management raised the legal objections that the complainant 
was not the concerned workman nor there was violation of 
the provisions of Sec. 33 of Industrial Disputes Act. These 
legal objections were treated as preliminary issues. Parties 
have not adduced any evidence on the question of maintain- 
ability, specially on the question of status of the complainant. 

5. It was for the complainant to prove that he was a 
protected workman. He has failed to adduce any evidence in 
support of that contention. Besides this technical flaw the 
pleadings as they appear in the complaint by themselves 
show that he was not a protected workman. In para 12 of 
the complaint the complainant himself has stated that on 

11- 1-1977 Ramnagar Colliery Branch of M. P. Colliery 
Workers Federation was dissolved. As soon as the branch 
of that union was dissolved the complainant ceased to occupy 
the status of the Secretary of the said branch of the Union. 
It was after the dissolution of the said branch i,e. after 
the complainant had lost status of protected workman that 
the management dismissed him on 12-2-1977. Thus on 

12- 2-1977 when the dismissal order was passed the comp- 
lainant according to his own pleadings had ceased to be a 
protected workman. His case would not therefore fall within 
the absolute protection contemplated under Sub-section (3) 
of Sec. 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 

6. His dismissal was on the charge of defalcation. This 
charge was not connected with the dispute which has been 
raised in the aforesaid reference of Ranoo Singh, Thus at 
the most his case shall fall within the ambit of sub-section 
(2) of Sec. 33 of Industrial Disputes Act. This sub-section 
does prohibit an action of dismissal without seeking appro- 
val of the Tribunal before which the said reference is pend- 
ing. Obviously no approval was obtained. The question 
therefore reduced itself to the short point as to whether 
the complainant was a concerned workman or not, If he 
was not a concerned wrokman the provisions of Sec. 33 
will not apply. 

7. The reference No, 15 of 1976 as reproduced above 
relates to an individual workman Ranoo Singh who was not 
taken on duty by the management of Bijuri Colliery. That 
dispute was not sponsored bv any union. It was raised by 
the workman himself under Sfec. 2A of Industrial Disputes 
Act. It was thus only a deemed industrial dispute. The 
complainant was not concerned at all with the dispute of 
Bijuri management with Ranoo Singh. The nature of that 
dispute was very limited in its scope. It is true that the 
Supreme Court has said that the scope of the words 'work- 
man concerned with the dispute* Is much wider than it 
appears to be. Still I think the scope is not so wide as 
to engulf the workman of any and every colliery. Each 
colliery has its separate entity as a mine. Simply because 
all the collienes tn Madhya Pradesh are under the manage- 
ment of Western Coalfields Ltd, any dispute .inywhere under 
that employer will not make all employees of all other 
collieries to be concerned workmen. 

8. I am, therefore, of the opinion that the complainant Is 
not the workman concerned with the dispute pending before 
thin Tribunal under Ref. No. 15 of 1976, Hence he is not 
entitled to put forward his own industrial dispute of dis- 
missal through the back door of complaint under See. 33-A 
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of the Industrial Disputes Act. The complaint is, therefore, 
dismissed. Award is ijivcn accordingly. 

Dated; 7-7-1977. S. N. JOHRl. Presiding OtTiccr 

[No. L-22014( l)/77-(iv)-D.IVtB)J 
BHUPKNDRA NATH, Desk Officer- 

New Delhi, the 18th July, 1977 

S.O, 2431,— In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centr.il Government 
hereby publishc , the following award of the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Tribunal, Indore, in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the Management of 
Diamond Mining Project of National Mineral Development 
Corporation, Panna and their workman Shri R. K. Namdeo, 
which was received by the Central Government on the 
1st July, 1977. 

IN THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, MADHYA 
PRADESH, INDORE 
Reference No. 4/1.1/1976 
BETWEEN 

Management of Diamond Mining Project of National 
Development Corporation, Panna First-party. 

AND 

Sri R, K, Namdeo, Ex-Time Keeper, Ramkherc Mine of 
Diamond Mining Project, Panna Second-party. 

In the matter of a reference u/s. 10(1 ){d) of the Indus- 
trial Disputes Act, 1947. 

AWARD 

By Order dated 24th March, 1976 the Government of 
India referred the Industrial Dispute between the employei-s 
in relation to the management of Diamond Mining Project 
of National Mineral Development Corporation, Panna and 
their workman (Sri R. K. Namdeo) in respect of the 
following matter for adjudication to this Tribunal under 
Section 10(1) (d) of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947; — 

“Whether the action of the management of Diamond 
Mining Project of National Mineral Development 
Corporation, Post Office Panna, Madhya Pradesh 
in not permitting Sri R. K. Namdeo, formerly 
Time Keeper of Ramkhere Mine of Diamond Min- 
ing Project, Panna to rejoin duties on return from 
leave and in ultimately terminating his services with 
elTect from 15-5-75 vide their Office Order No. 
Adm/Pf( 748)770 dated 15-5-75 i.s justified 7 If 
not. to what relief is the said workman entitled ?’’ 

2. While the referciice was pending for adjudication before 
this Tribunal, an application along with a compromise signed 
by the parties was filed by the counsel for the Manage- 
ment. The matter was referred to the Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court No, 1, Jabalpur for verification of the signature 
of the workman concerned on the compromise (Ex. P/2). 
Shri Shukla, after examining Shri R. K. Namdeo on oath, 
has submitted a report that the compromise was duly signed 
by Shri R. K. Namdeo and that the portions marked ‘A’ 
to ‘A’ and ‘B’ to ‘B’ on Ex. P/2 bear his signature. It 
Is, therefore, clear that a compromise between the partie.s 
in accordance with the terms specified in Ex. P/2 has been 
arrived at in regard to the dispute in question and the same 
has been duly signed by the workman as well as by the 
Personnel Officer on behalf of the Management, The terms 
of the compromise arc lawful and fully dispose of the in- 
dustrial dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
1, therefore, consider it proper to give an award in terms 
of the compromise. Accordingly I give the award as 
follows : — 

(1) That Shri Namdeo will be taken back to duty as 
Time Keeper w.e.f. 1-3-76 in the scale of pay of 
Rs. 225-6-261-8-309 with an intial pay of Rs, 243 
per month, 

(2) That hc^ will be posted back to Majgawan Mine as 
Time Keeper, the same post which he was hold- 
ing prior to termination of his services. 


2639 


(3) Tbit the intervening period from he date of tcr- 
mi ration of service viz. from 15-5-75 till 1-3-76 
will be regularised as follows 

(i) He will bo granted earned leave on full pay to 
the extent he is entitled ; 

(ii) He will be granted 20 days’ half pay leave which 
will be commuted to full pay leave for 10 days. 

(ill) The Tcmaining period, if any, will be treated as 
rues non, 

(4) That he will get continuity of his ; crvice with the 
benefit of his past services, it being understood 
that he will not be on a further peril id of probation, 

(5) Thut the notice pay paid to him bet ore tennination 
will be adjusted against the leave sal.iry. 

(6) That he will also be eligible as a jpecial case by 
way of gc.sture of good-will for re- mbursement of 
medical expenses incurred if any d iring the in er- 
vening period viz. 16-5-75 to 1-3 76, subject to 
rules in force regarding medical reimbursement. 

(7) That the dispute regarding alleged wrongful ter- 

mination of Shri Namdeo thus stands fully and 
finally settled. 

3. Parties shall bear their own costs. 

S. M. N. RAINA, 'residing Officer 
Indore, dated the 14th June, 19' 7. 

M.G.P. 

[No. L, 29011 /123/75/D.III-B] 

S.O. 2432. — In pursuance of section 17 of th; Industrial Dis- 
putes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Gnvernment here- 
by publishes the following award of the C entral Govern- 
inent Indust iaJ Tribunal, Calcutta, in the InJiistrial Disrute 
between the employers in relation to the nanagement of 
Oil India Li nited, Duliajan, and tlieir worki len, which was 
received by the Central Government on the !nd July, 1977. 

CENTRAl, GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAI TRIBUNAI. 

AT CALCUTTA 

Reference No. 15 of 1974 

PARTIES ; 

Employr rs in relation to the managemei it of Oil India 
Lin.itcd. Duliajan, 

AND 

Their Workmen 

APPEARANCES ; 

On behalf of Employers — Sri J. K. Gl osh. Advocate, 
with Sri A. K. Bhanmik, Advocate. 

On behalf of Workmen— Sri A. B. toy. Advocate, 

Sri J. Dutta Gupta, Advocate, ai.d Sri L. K. 
Pramanik. 

STATE : Assam INDUSTRY : Oil 

AWARD 

The Govcinmcnt of India. Ministry of L. hour, Emplry- 
ment and Rehabilitation (Deportment of La lOur) By their 
Order No. 25 (9)/68(LR IVj, dated 27th . anuary, li'71 
referred an Industrial Dispute existing bctwei n the manage- 
ment of Oil India, Limited Duliajan and tht ir workmen to 
the Central Industrial Tribunal at Dibrugarl . Later on by 
Order No. L-30025(4>/73-LRlV, dated 16-lt-1974 of ;he 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour, t ic said disp.ile 
was withdrawn from the Tribunal at Dibrut arh and trans- 
ferred to this Tribunal at Calcutta for ad udication. I’he 
said reference reads as ; 

“Whether the action of the managemen of Oil Inlia 
Limited, Duliajan, in dismissing the following thir- 
teen workmen is justlfled 7 If not, to what relief 
arc the workmen concerned enritlei to from the 
dates of their dismissal 7 
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SI. No. Name of workman 

Registered letter 

1. Shri P. M. -Dey 

81/0145 

2. Sfet J. C. Baruah 

9/2375 

3. Shri P. C. Shaima 

9/1540 

4. Shri D. K. Sharma 

9/2216 

5.' Shri A. K. Bose 

9/0810 

6. Shri Mahatab Singh 

9/1319 

7. Shri Mishil Gohain 

9/2289 

8; Shri Dharmtsbwar Dutta 

9/1244 

9, Shri Binod Kumat Roy 

9/te335 

10. Shri Narsingloo 

9/1339 

IL Shri Bishnupada Das 

9/2246 

12. Shri S. K. Basu 

9/1597 

13. Shri N. N. Sharma 

9/5186” 


2. The question thut falls to be decided in this Reference 
is whether the dismissal of the 11 workmen (2 of fheni had 
already been reinstated to the service) referred fo in the 
Reference by the Oil India Limited, Duliajan dlirins the 
period from 31-lrl968 to 9-2-1968 was justified onia charge 
that they incited other workmen during an alleged illegal 
strike on 17th, 18th and I9th January, 1968 by picketting 
and telling the workmen to join the said strike at the indus- 
trial gates at Duliajan, Moran and Pipe Line at Gauhati, 
which are the three centres at which Oil India Limited operate 
producing crude oil. 

3. The dismissal of these workmen was effected after a 

domestic enquiry conducted by the company. Naturally, 
therefore, the validity of the dome.'-tic enquiry was a matter 
in dispute at the first hearing of the reference before this 
Tribunal. After a good deal of evidence, bo*h 

documentary and ora! was produced before the 
Tribunal and after bearing both parties the Tribufial held 
by its previous Order, dated ist July, 1976. ' that the 
domestic enquiry was not validly conducted and that 

the . dismissal of the workmen was therefore yvrong both 
in law as well as in fact. Since then the cornpanv was 
prepared- to adduce fresh evidence in support of the identical 
charges le'velled against each of the workmen. The oral 
evidence was that WWs 1 to 12 on behtdf of the'wotkmen 
and that of MWs 1 to 26 on behalf of the management. 
Exts. W-1 to W-84 on behalf of the workmen and Exts. 
M-1 to M-37 on behalf of the management were also marked 
and considered. We have to examine the evidence in the 
light of the points raised , for determination. Tijc points 
for determination are as follows : 

1. Whether the domestic enquiry agaiast the workmen is 
vitiated or invalidated" on account of ; 


(a) Violation of any principle of natural ju-stice or 
unfair labour practice. 

(b). violation of any provision of Statute^; Law or 

Standing Order or in aqy other manner known 
to law'. 

2. Wbelher the disciplinary action is vitiated 'by victi- 

misation and unfair labour practice against the 

workmen as alleged. 

3. Whether the finding of the Enquiry Olficer in the 

domestic enquiry is not. supnorted bv evjde.nce or 
it is perverse in any manner. 

, I 

4. Whether the order of dismissal is in any mannei 

justified; if not what is the proper order to be 
‘ passed. > 


5. To reliefs, etc. 

6. Whether the charges under Section XIVf2)(xvi) of thi 

Company s Standing Order are proved aaiinsl thi 
con^rned workmen and if so whether'^they an 
, , guilty of the charges. 

4. Points 1 and 3 were considered during the nrhliminar 
- been arrived at under tbqse point 
‘ domestic .enquiry was invalid. The othe 
points now anse for determination. 


Point No. 2 : 

5. The workmen in question were the office bearers and 

active members of a registered Union called Indran Oil 
Workers' Union which would be referred to hereinafter as 
"lOWU". The registration number of that union was ^ 52 . 
There was another union in the same establishment called 
Assam Petioliurn M3izdoor Union which will hereinafter be 
referred to as "APMU". It is relevant in this connec-ion to 
point out the evidence of WW-1. the workman No. 3. He 
slated that the originally the crude oil producing company 
was Assam Oil Company when there were two unions _ in 
that company. One was Assam Oil Company l.abour Union 
and the other was Assam Petrolium Mazdooi- Union, The 
Assam Oil Company Labour Union was a majority union 
which was then recognised by the Assam Oil Conpany. 
Assam Oil Company was integrated with Oil India Limited 
and formed into one company vyilh effect from 1-1-T961. 
So the members of the Assam Oil Company Labour Union 
which continued to be the employees of the Oil India Limi- 
ted formed a new union on 10-1-1962 and started function- 
ing in the name and sivie of Indian Oil Workers’ Union i.e., 
lOWU. The Oil India Limited, however, recognised the ,\PMU 
which started functioning with effect from 18-1-1962. There 
was rivalry between these ■t\v.,-< ri-.a; was the basis 

of the entire conflict from ihe i-. i'C'-'iiuiii'g between the 
management and lOWU. The evidence was conclusive even 
on the management’s side that on the whole there weie 3,000 
workers under the Oil India Limited. The lOWU calimed 
that they were a majority union and that APMU was a 
minority union. The management never cared to consider this 
conflict and come to a decision though even Government of 
India, was satisfied that lOWU v/as the majority union. In 
this regard reference may be made to Ext. W-2 (a) ilated 
4-10-1966 wherein the Government of India had advued the 
concerned Ministry to accord recognition to lOWU as that 
was found to be the majority union. Ext. W-2 dated 6th 
August, 1966 the Government was under consideration ihen 
as to the verification of the membership of the two unions 
and they advisefl the Secretary of lOWU to await the result 
of verification. The Governmept had taken up the matter 
of recognition of lOWU as a majority union to the Oil India 
Limited itself vide Ext. W-4(a). On 13-7-1967 vide Ext. W-4 
the Government had written to the Secretary of lOWU that 
they should take up the matter with the Oil India Limited 
for- recognition of their union. It is also relevant in this re- 
gard to point out that lOWU had formulated a charter of 
demand in respect of their grievances as regards the scale of 
pay and other amenities. They started with 14 items of de- 
mands in the first instance and it was increased to 16 later. 
This demand was within the knowledge of the Oil India Limi- 
ted even in 1962. Reference may be made to Exts, W-3, 5, 

6. 7, 8, 9, and 10. These 16 point demands were the bone 
of contention between Oil India Limited on the one hand 
and their workmen, see Exts. W-21, 22 and 23. In spite of 
this demand it is admitted case that the Oil India l imited 
never took the members of lOWU in confidence or had any 
discussion with them. The Oil India Limited, however, thought 
it fit to talk over the matter with the rival union APMU and 
came to an adjustment with them. It is alleged th.at in 1967 
they entered into an agreement with the APMU on the 16 
point demands. WhOT there were rival unions it was not ooeri 
to the Oil India Limited to en'er into an agreement with a 
rival union and even if they did so the agreement arrived at 
with such a rival union ifoiild not be binding on the other 
union-. That agreement with one union will bind only the 
members of that union and not the other workmen who arc 
members of the rival union has been decided in a case re- 
ported in Diiplop (India) Limited v Workmen, AIR 1972 
Suprenie Cruart 2326. In spite of the alleged one sided settle- 
rnent the members of lOWU canied on the agitation on the 
charter of 16 point demands,. 


io2i ^ -5 I'zWLt had 1,748 merqbers on its roll in December 
1964 vide Ext. W-46 which is attached to Ext. W-1 whid 
shows the number of members of the union when it was sen 
to the Oil India Limited. lOWU, therefore, had been statim 
h-om the very beginning that they formed the majority union 
Ihe evidence of AVW l was not controverted by the manage 
evidence contra as to the total members "o 
the IDWU compared with the total members of the APMU 
As _q matter of fact, MW-9 admitted in his evidence tluat Oi 
India Limited had about 3.000 workmen in their establish 
ment. There was no other evidence in the ca.se to conie li 
a total number of membership excep 

that of MW-9 on the one hand and that of WW-1 on thi 
othei. In the light of evidence of witnesses in the case it hai 
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to be held that lOWU was a majority anion from the very 
beginning, the inimagcmcnt hovvever did not recognise the 
lOWU as a majority union. It was because ol the lailure on 
the part of the Oil India Limited that the members of the 
iOWU had to issue a series of sliike notices beginning from 
3rd October, 1967 and ending on 27th January, 1963. Em. 

W-9 was the strike nodee dated 3-10-1967. The reason for 
this strike was due to the failure ol the Oil India Liniilcd in 
conceeding the workinen’s 16 point demands as well as their 
claim lor recognition of iheir union. The slrikc notice dated 
3-10-1967 was taken up for conciliation by the Coneiliaiion 
Officer, Dibnigarh. In the meanwhile the IOWU had sent 
anothei .strike notice dated 14-11 67. During the conciliation 
the managcmenl look a tery unhelpful attitude towards ihe 
deiuands made by IOWU. E\l. W-13 dated 24th October, 

1967 was the failure report of Ihe Conciliation ofitcer in that 
legal d. It was dear from that report that IOWU had rccoided 
its protest for the behaviour of the manugement in not . ailing 
together wiih lire union representatives on the coneiliaiion 
table. The management stated dial they would not like to 
sit with the Oil India Workers Union in the course of con- 
ciliation us they were members of an unrecognised union. The 
management also stated that they had already arriveil at 
.some agreement with the recognised union in icspect of 

most of Ihe demands made by IOWU. I he alleged secret 

agreement was in nller violation of Ihe provisions of Scclion 
12(3) ol the Indiislriul Disputes Act. 1947. The Labour Com- 
uiissloiici had addressed a letter to both the management as 
well as the IOWU vide E.\t. W-14 proposing for a joint 
discussion relating lo the proposed strike notice dalcd 

14-11-1967 to which the union sent Ext. W-li reply. The 
Government of India scnl Ext. W-16 reply to IOWU on 

25th November, 1967 that they had received the failure 
report from the Assistant Labour Commi.s.sioner. Dibnigarh 
and that it was under their active consideration (this was in 
reply to the failure Report Ext. W-13 referred to above). 


t. rile nc\l strike notice was dated 6-12-1967 (see F.,\t. 
W-11 and W-12). E.xt. W-55 was Union's copy of that noiice. 

I hai noliee was sent in accordance with law as required by 
.Sections 22i:j), (b) and (c) of Indu-slrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
Whether the notice was proper under S'ec. 22(d) is a matter 
of dispute which would be discu.ssed later. This nolice was 
received by the Assistant Labour Commissioner but no action 
was taken by him until 6th January, 196H when a lelegram 

was seen to have been sent both to the union and to Ihe 

management fixing 8/1 /1968 as the dale for conciliation. 

The union however did not cooperate with the said concilia- 

tion. They had already sent W-17 letter dated 23-12-1967 
slating that they would not awail beyond 31st December 
1967 for conciliation of Ihc dispulc as according to them 
the management did not take into consideration their 16 
point demands which they had already made and which was 
the subject mailer of earlire conciliation that rc.sulted in 
E,\t. W-13 failure report dated 24-10-67. The union had also 
sent a reply to the telegram daled 6-1-1968. They had set- 
forth the illegal manner in w'hich the cenciliation was being 
hchl in that letter E.xt W-18 dated 8th January 1968, in 
which they asserted their right to strike on 17fh I8tli and 
I9th January, 1968 on the basis of their strike notice dated 
6-12-1967. 

8. The definite case of the union is that the management 
had been victimising the workmen and making unfair labour 
practice ever since the very inception of the union. The vic- 
timisation has not been defined in the Indusirial Dfspuies 
Act. There are various types of victimisation, for i.nstancc, 
pressurising the workmen to leave the union or union activi- 
ties, treating an employee unequally or in an obviously dis- 
criminating manner for the particular union activity; or in- 
flicting a grossly manstrous punishment which no rational per- 
son would impose upon an employee and some like other 
instances. In this regard we have to examine in the circum- 
stances of this case whether there has been any viciiniisa- 
tion against the members of the IOWU in terms of unfair 
labour practice against them. The luifair labour practice was 
defined in Section 28lk) in Chapter IIIB of the Indian Trade 
Union (Amendment) Act, 1947. However, it is to bo noted 
lhat the said Act had not been brought into force. Any way, 
for a fair understanding of the definiliorr of unfair labour 
piaclice by an employer a reproduction of Action 28(10 of 
that Act would be useful and necessary in the case. The 
following shall be deemed to be unfair labour practice on 
the pari of an employer namely ; 
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la) to interfere with, rcslriin or coerce his wcuknien in 
the exercise of their rights to organize, (orni, join 
Or a.ssfst a Trade Union and to engage m ci'iiccrted 
activities for the purpose of mutual aid or piotcc- 
lion ; 

(hi to interfere with the Jormaliou or adminisimlion of 
any Trade Union or 10 contiibulc financial or oilier 
suppoil lo it; 

(c) lo discharge, or olheiwise discriminate a.gainsl, any 
olliccr of a recognised Trade Union because ol bis 
being such officer ; 

(d) lo dischai'ge or olheiwise disci imina'e again.st any 
workman because he had made allegations or given 
evidence in an cnqiiuv or proccc..ing i elating to 
any matter sneh as is referred lo in sub-scction (1) 
of section 28F ; 

(c) to fail to comply with the piovision of leetion 28F ; 

Provided lhat the reltisal of an employer lo peiniit his 
workmen lo engage in Fiade Union activities during their 
hours ol work shall not be deemed to be an unliur practice 
on his part.” 

It may be noted al the vciy beginning that if a workman 
is lo be charge-sheeted for a gross misconduct whether he is 
an officer of the union oj not if the charge is pioved, he 
will be punished according to law under Ihe terms iind con- 
ditions of the Standing order. The decision in I',at.oM,il 
Tobacco Company v. Fotiilh Industiial Tiibunril, I960 (2) 
LIJ, 175 has no apiilicalion to the instant case. The question 
whether the punishment was the result of a victiinisarion or 
employment of unfair labour practice has to he decided 
in each case on facts and circiimstances ol that case, tiirike 
was resorted to in this case in pursuance of a charter of 
demand. It cannot be said tha: slrikc on 17lh, 18lh and 
19th January, 1968 came as a .surprise or as an independent 
incident unconnected with the unsatisfactory relationship bet- 
ween the employer and employees in this esiablishinem. The 
agitation was in the air even in 1962, 't he 16 point demands 
raised by IOWU were in the hand.s cf the employer ever 
since the IOWU came into existence. The Mtinageinent 
never discu.s.sed these 16 point demands vvilli the union. On 
the other hand they took into confidence the rival union 
and they were said to have sclllcd the dispulc with them. 
But even under that seUlcmcnl it is admitted hat all the 
points raised by Ihe IOWU W'cre not considered and bene- 
fit given to the workmen. The esidcnce also revealed that 
the management wanted to pies.iurise the members of the 
union of IOWU to join Ihe riv.'il union. In ihis legard the 
evidence of MW-26 may be seen. He stated in cross- 
examination that, “It Was correct that the management had 
been giving presure upon the dismissed workmen to give 
up (he Indian Oil Workers Union and Join APMU". "Ihe 
evidence on the workmen’s side established that the members 
fOWU h.ad been persuaded, heckled and pressurisevl from 
time to lime lo give up the memherthip of IOWU and join 
the rival union APMU. The subsequent conduct of the 
managcmenl was to sec that the IOWU was liquidated and 
that APMU was made the sole union in the establishment. 
In this regard it is relevant lo point out that Ihc manage- 
ment had made some discrimination amongst the dismissed 
workmen in reinstating 1 1 out of the 22 dismissed workmen 
and at the same lime denying such reinstatement to the rest 
of the workmen. In reinstating those workmen the manage- 
ment managed to get some letters from the dismi.ssetl woikmen 
They are marked as Ext. M-30 and M-StXa) to M-30(f). In 
those letters it is slated that Ibe woikmen had tendered 
apology for joining slrikc and also had undertaken ,ha[ they 
resiled from Ihc IOWU and joined the rival union. The 
wording In each of these letters is lo the following effect : 

‘T beg to express my legiet for taking leading pari in 
the .strike being misguided by leadci'ship, I further 
declare that T have severed all connections with the 
Indian Oil Workcis’ Union and also make this com- 
mitment lhat I shall never associate myself with 
any activity of the Indian Oil Workers' Union in 
future. 

I make this humble appc.al to you lo kindly apologise 
me and reinslale me in Company’s employment in 
my original position “ 
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It was on th« basis of this undertaking by the 1 1 of the 22 
workmen that the management had reinstated them after 
they were dismissed fiom service. The discriminatory pan 
on the side of the management can be seen from the trcai- 
ment they meted out to the 11 worknicn who are on record 
now. They hud also sent E\ts. W-67, 68 and by letters 
to the management tendering apology and also agreeing to 
join the APMU after tendering his resignation of the meni- 
bership of the lOWU. For reasons not known their apolo- 
gies had not been taken into consideration though in the 
first stage they also agreed to take them back. Exts. W-71 
and W-75 would indicate that the workmen had lepcatcd 
their request to the eompany even after the other workmen 
had been reinstated. The management had followed a pick 
and choose policy in reinstating some and not reinstating 
others though the condition of reinstatement was more or 
less the same. The management had no explanation why 
they wrote W-65 letters dated 13-11-70 wherein reference 
was made of Exts. W-68 and W-69 agreeing to consider the 
claims of those dismissed workmen who ate now on record 
and afterwards changing their attitude towards them. The 
idea behind the discrimination was to pressurise the members 
of lOWU to join the rival union, That was an encroachment 
on the activities of the union. The management compelled 
the members of lOWU to resign membership and join the 
rival unio.n. The members who were not reinstated included 
the Vice-President, Secretary, Treasurer and Executive mem- 
bers of lOWU. They were made victims of tactics and ill 
treatment in as much as when the domestic enquiry was 
conducted by the management in respect of the charges 
levelled against the workmen, the members of the rival union 
were examined as witnesses to piovc those charges. The 
victimisation idea was started beginning from 1-1-1962 and 
continued even after the workmen were dismissed from service. 

9. It is also relevant to point out the management did 

not comply with the provisions of Sec. 33(l)fb) after the 
workmen were dismissed from service. The establishment 
being a public utility service the management should have 
filed applications against these workmen under Section 

33(l)(b). It has already been pointed out in the previous 

order that the conciliation proceeding was pending before 
the Assistant Labour Commissioner, Dibrugarli when the dis- 
missal order was pa.ssed. No further comment is ncccs,sory 

on that question at this stage. It is sufficient to say that 

the dismissal order was hit by Section 33 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. The A.ssistanl Labour Commissioner 
received the strike notice on 30-1-1968 and the dismissal 
order was between 31-1-68 and 9-2-1968. It was therefore 
incumbent on the management to file an application under 
Sec. 33(l)(b) of the Act referred to above for approval of 
the dismissal order. It was true that they filed one applica- 
tion against One of the workmen concerned in the case but 
have never filed application in lespect of the rest of the 
workmen. Tf such an application had been filed the con- 
cerned Tribunal would not have given approval in icspect 
of the dismissal order. It was found that the management 
had violated the provisions of Section 33(l)(b). It was also 
found that the order of dismissal was patently ineffective in 
as much as it was passed by a.u incompetent officer. In 
this, respect also a finding had been arrivj^at in my previous 
Order dated 1-7-1976. On this ground also if an application 
under Section 33(l)(b) had been filed by the management it 
would have been dismissed. It is apparent that Che failure on 
the part of the management to file the application under 
the provisions of the above section caused obstruction to the 
adjudication process as much as the workmen lost an oppor- 
tunity to question the dismissal order. This was also an 
act of victimisation on the part of the management. Taking 
into consideration these circumstances it is legitimate to 
hold that even the order of dismissal passed in this case is 
so excessive that by Itself is an act of victimisation. The 
victimisation had been practised by the management from 
the beginning to the end and as such I hold that the order 
of dismissal was as a result of victimisation of the members 
of lOATJ and also as a result of unfair labour practice. 

Point No. (iv) : 

10. The management’s ease is that the strike held on 17th, 
18th and 19th January, 1968 was illegal as the strike was 
not in strict compliance with the provisions of Section 20 
read with Section 22 of the Act. Section 22 prohibits strikes 
and lockouts. There is no dispute that the strike was not 
illegal on account of the failure to comply with the pro- 
visions of clauses (a), (b) and (c) of Sec. 22(1) of the Act. 
The dispute is regarding the provisions which contuin in 
clause (d) of Section 22(1). The clause td) prohibits strike 


during the pendency of a conciliation proceeding before a 
Conciliation Officer and 7 days after the conclusion of such 
proceeding. Section 20(1) states that a conciliation proceed- 
ing .shall be deemed to have commenced on the date on 
which a notice of strike or lock-out under Section 22 is 
received by the conciliation officer. Sub-section (2) of Sec- 
tion 20 provides that the conciliation proceeding shall be 
deemed to have concluded 

(a) 

(b) where no settlement is arrived at, when I he report 

of the conciliation officer is received by the appro- 
priate Government. . ” 

It may be noted that the first strike notice Ext. W-9 was 
dated 3-10-67 and the failure report thereon were Ext. W-13 
dated 24-10-67. The second .strike notice Ext. M-27 dated 
6th December, 1967 was seen to have been received by the 
Conciliation Officer on 11-12-1967. But he was said to have 
sent a telegram on 6-1-68 calling upon the parties to appear 
before him for conciliation on 8-1-1968. The coiicifi.ation 
ended in a failure. So a failure report was sent on 1 1-1-68 
which was received by the appropriate authority on 19-1-6R 
vide Ext. M-26. It is contended that the strike notice and 
the subsequent strike which took place on 17lh, ISth and 
19th of Januaiy, 1968 would come within the mischief of 
Sec. 20(2)(b) read with Section 22(1 )fd). It is clear from 
the E.xl. W-13 dated 24-10-67 that the conciliation was in 
respect of 16 point demands made by the workmen. There 
was a finality in that conciliation and the management was 
not prepared to Concede to the demands and they were not 
prepared to sit at the same table to discuss the points 
with the members of lOWU, There was no purpose served, 
therefore, for conducting a conciliation again on the basis 
of Ext. M-27 strike notice dated 6th December, 1967. In 
this connection it may be noted that when a conciliation pio- 
ceeding has come to an end on account of settlement between 
the parties before the Conciliation officer, a second conciliation 
on the same subject matter is no longer necessary or proper. 
This is the view e.xpressed in 1956 11 LLJ 319. Similarly, 
once the identical question had been discussed and a faihire 
report had been sent by the Conciliation Officer to the appro- 
priate authority, there was no point for the parties to meet 
again and conduct a concilialion proceeding on the basis 
of the second strike notice. Ext. M-27 strike notice appears 
to be superfloiis in the circiunstances of the case. In this 
regard it is relevant to point out the attitude of the manage- 
men towards the strike as well as conciliation proceeding.s, 
In Ext, M-29 the failure report dated lllh January, 1968 
the management was reported to have submitted before the 
Conciliation officer that all the items of demands in the 
union’s letter dated 6-12-1967 were more or less the sanic 
as in the strike notice dated 3-10-67 on whi.h concil.atic.n 
proceeding hud already been held by the Conciliation Offi- 
cer and the representations submitted. They reiterated before 
the Conciliation Officer that almost all the demands in the 
charter of union were of general nature and were raised 
by the recognised union APMU over which mutual discus- 
sions had already take place. They stated further that agree- 
ment had been reached almost on all the demands with 
the recognised union. This is an indication to show even 
according to the management there had been a settlement 
between the rival union and the management. If there was 
a settlement as contended by the management no useful pur- 
pose would have been served for the parties to sit on another 
conciliation on 8-1-68. The alleged concilialion on 8-1-68 
was supei-flous and unnecessary for the purpose of the case. 
The lOWU did not make any special or excess demand on 
the basis of their Ext. M-27 strike notice dated 6-12-67, The 
demands were the same. So there was no necessity for a 
second conciliation: As a matter of fact the members of 
fOWU did not cooperate with the Conciliation officer and 
they protested against the conciliation proceeding dated 
8-1-68. They wrote to the Conciliation officer separtely as 
well us to the management that they would not sit at the 
conciliation proceeding after 31-12-67 as the failure report 
Ext. W-13 was pending before the Government for appro- 
priate action. It is also relevant to point out that the Con- 
ciliation Officer in spite of receipt of Ext. M-27 strike notice 
on 6-12-67 did not take any step to convene a conciliation 
meeting earlier. Rule 9 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) 
Rules, 1957 provides that the Conciliation Officer on receipt 
of a strike notice shall forthwith at range to interview both 
the employer and the workmen concerned with the dispute 
at such place and at such time as he may deem fit and shall 
endeavour to bring about a settlement of the dispute in 
question. Rule lOA provides that the employer or the party 
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representing workmen involved in an industrial dispute shall 
forward a statement setting forth the specific matters m dis- 
putc to the Conciliation Officer concerned whenever his inter- 
vention in the dispute is required. Rule 11 provides that 
the Conciliation Officer may hold a meeting of the represen- 
tatives of both parties jointly or of each parly separately. 
Rule 12 provides that the Conciliation Officer shall conduct 
the proceedings expeditiously and in such manner as he may 
deem lit. None of these provisions bad been complied with 
by the Conciliation Officer in the alleged conciliation meelinK 
dated 8-1-68. The delay for the conciliation from 11-12-6/ 
to 8-1-68 had not been explained. Jt is apparent from the 
facts and circumstances in the case that the Conciliation 
Officer wanted to delay the matter purposely with a view 
lo fit in the conciliation proceeding during the period of strike 
which was to be held between 17lh and 19th January, 1968. 
Sub-section (6) of Section 12 of the Act provides that a 
report under the Section shall be submitted within fourteen 
days of the commencement of the conciliation proceedings or 
within such shorter period as may be fi.xcd by the appro- 
priate Government (Provided that trie time for the submission 
of the report may be extended by such period ns may be 
agreed upon in writing by all the parties lo the dispute). 
Though the period of 14 days specified in sub-scction (6) 
is flexible still in the circumstances of his case it would 
appear that the conciliation wa.s held on 8-1-68 and the 
failure report was sent on 11-1-68 to bring the period of 
conciliation ending with 19th January, 1968 which is the 
last date of strike. It may be noted that under Sec. 22(d) 
the period of 7 days had been granted after conclusion of 
conciliation proceedings to enable the workmen to commence 
the strike. It is for the purpose of brining the failure report 
within the period of 7 days mentioned in Section 22(d) that 
the failure report was sought to be sent on 11-1-68 .so that 
it may be received by the appropriate authority on or before 
19-1-68. Ext. M-26 is the acknowledgement of the failure 
report by the competent authority on 19-1-68. Ext. M-26 
had not been proved in accordance with law. Ext. M-26 
was seen to have been received by the Labour Enforcement 
Officer (C), Dlbrugarh. So the management got a copy from 
him. V^ether it was true copy and whether the date of 
the receipt shown as 19-1-68 could be accepted should have 
been proved hy better evidence. There was no clear proof 
on this question. It could be slated that the failure report 
was so despatched so that the date of acknowledgement by 
the Government fell within the period of the strike. In 
so doing 7 days OTace period mentioned in Sub-section 

22(l){d) had also been complied with thereby terminating 
the period ending with 19th January, 1968. The above 
circumstance is another ground for holding the conciliation 
proceeding dated 8-1-68 was a luiUity and it was not effective. 
If the conciliation proceeding dated 8-1-68 is a nullity is 
follows that the strike called a.s per Ext. M-27 is not hit 
by the provisions of Section 22(l)(a) to (d) read with Section 
22f2)(b1. So the strike held on 17th, 18th and 19th January, 
1968 cannot said lo bo illegal. 

11. The illegality and justifiability of the strike cannot go 

together. If a strike is illegal it cannot on any .account bo 
justified. But the justifiability of the strike depends upon 
the facts of each case, In this ease it can be held that 

the strike was justified in the circumstances of the case. The 

workmen had sent the strike nolicc on 3-10-67 as well as 

on 6-12-1968 and the strike was to be held on 17th, 18(h 

and 19th January. 1968. They had made 16 point demands 
which they place before the management as early as in 
1962. The management did not take any atcion. The only 
answer to the 16 point demands was that they had settled 
the dispute with a rival union. I have already staled that 
the settlement of a dispute with one union would not bind 
the members of a rival union. If is incumbent noon the 
management to settle the dispute with the lOWU when they 
made the 16 point demands. The strike wa.s therefore legiti- 
mate and it can be justified by taking into consideration all 
the circumstances of the case as the strike in the instant 
case had been declared as a weapon to fight for their just 
demands. 

Point (v) : 

12. The charge against the workmen is under clause 
JaV(2){xvi) of the Company’s Standing Order, which is mar- 
ked as Ext. M*35. The sub-clause for the purpose of this 
case reads "inciting others to strike work in contravention of 
tht,: provisions of any law, or rule having force of law’. Having 
found that the strike was legal the question does not arise 
whether the workmen incited others for an illegal strike. It 


is necessary to record a finding on the point as if the strike 
was illegal, So. I will answer this point on the basis that 
the strike was illegal, 

13. The charge framed against each of these workmen is 
identical. So, one of the charge against a workman can he 
furnished below. It reads ; 

"You Regd, No are charged under Section 

xiv(2Kxvi) of the Company’s Standing Orders with 
having between 5 a.m. and 9 a.m. during the 
period 171h lo 19th January, 1968 committed the 
following offence in that you took a leading pait 
in inciting the workman to resort to an illegal and 
nnjustitica strike by picketing at the Industrial 
Area gate and by asking the willing workmen not 
lo report to duty," 

The wording of the charge is same in the case of every 
workman involved in the case. It may however be sta'ed 
that the workmen Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 10 were 
said to have committed the misconduct at the Industrial 

gate, Duliajan, while no. 12 workman committed the mis- 
conduct at the Industrial gate at Moran and No, 13 workman 
at Pipeline at Gauhati. The strike at Moran and Pipeline 
was only on 18lh and 19 h January where as at the Industrial 
gate at Duliajan it was on 17th, 18th and lOih January, 
1968. The MWs 9 and 16 gave evidence against workman 
no. I. MW.s 23, 24 and 25 gave evidence against workman 

no. 2. MWs 10, 17 and 20 gave evidence against workman 

no. 3. MWs 1, 14 and 17 gave evidence against workman 

no. 4. MWs 15 and 17 gave evidence against workman ho. 
5. MWs 21 and 22 gave evidence against workman no. 7 ; 

MWs 23, 24 and 25 against workman no. 8; MWs 23, 24 

and 25 against workman no. 10 ; MWs 23, 24 and 25 against 
workman no. 11 ; MWs 12 and 13 against workman no. 12 

and MWs 18 and 19 gave evidence against workman no. 13. 

MW 26 gave evidence against all the workmen who struck 
work at the Industrial Gate at DulGjan. The workmen exa- 
mined as WWs 1 to 11 respectively gave evidence denying 
the incident, W’W 12 was another witness for the workman. 
He slated that none of the workfnSn was present at the 
Industrial gate, Duliajan on the dates of sirike. It may be 
mentioned that except MW-26 the rest of the wil.nesscs who 
were called in as MWs 9 to 25 were Officers of the Com- 
pany on the relevant dates. During the domestic enquiry 
the members of the rival union were examined as witnesses. 
But at the time of enquiry before the Tribunal none of 
those witnesses had been called in as witnesses except one 
and the rest were the officers of the company. They had 
no record before them to give evidence in the case, They 
could speak only from theii- memory of the incident which 
took place 9 years ago. It is strange that these officers were 
able to identify the particular workman and not others. 
After the incident no report was seen to have been made to 
the authorities about the incident showing the persons in- 
volved in the case. The workmen were not called upon to 
explain their conduct. No opportunity was given to them 
to state as to whether they incited workmen ot- the nature 
of their incitement at the time of occurence. The charges 
were framed and handed over lo the workmen on 2(ith 
January, 1968, It may be staled before going Into the merits 
of the evidence that the charges as it stands does not prove 
any incitement as such, Tn this regard reference may be 
made to a decision quoted in the case of Rajasthan State 
Transport Corporation Vs. Judge, Industrial Tribunal, Rajas- 
than 1974 IT LTJ, 328. That decision deals with as to what 
construed ‘incitement’. In another decision Stale of Bihar 
V, Ramen Nath and others, 1958 A.I.R., Patna, 259, the insti- 
gation and incitement have been explained. It reads ; 

“The words ‘instigates’ and ‘incites’ should be read to 
signify something deeper than a mere asking of a 
person to do a particular act There must be -ome- 
thing in the nature of soliciiation to constitute in- 
citement or instigation under Sec. 27 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. The words seem to convey the 
meaning ‘to goad or urge forward or to provoke 
or encourage the doing of an act’. It is sometimes, 
difficult to bring out the exact meaning of words 
which, by themselves, are as expressive and precise 
and, not unoften, in trying to interpret such words, 
we arc faced with the danger of using words, which 
on close scrutiny, may not carry the same .sense.” 

In Aditya Mills Ltd., Madanganj v Ram Dayan, 1972 
R.T..W. 47R. a Bench of Patna High Court discussed the 
meaning of the word ‘incites or instigates’. It was held that 
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the ingredients of the vv'ord ‘instigates’ or ’incites apparently 
are something more than mere asking a pcison to do a pajli- 
eiilar act. Hor stimulating action woids must come fiom 
a person who exercises some kind of i.nfluence ovci bis 
audience. So, incitement and instigation should bo read to sig- 
nify something more than mere askng a person to dO' a parti- 
cular act. For stirniiialing action words must come from a 
person who exercises some kind o1 inlluence over his 
audience. The charges ;is levelled against (he workmen by 
themselves may not indicate that there had been any in- 
citement to an illegal sliikc. The charge.s indi ale that 'he 
workmen picketed or that they used plain words to their 
co-workers not to attend to their duly or stiike work. These 
wordings in the charge do not constitute incitement or in- 
sigation. It the charges do not indicate the words or mode 
of incitement or instigation it would be difficult for the mana- 
gement to hold that the woikmen wouhl be .guilty of n 
charge under clauses (XfVdKxvi) of the Sanding order. Tt 
may also be noted that the charge does not contain a state- 
ment that the cslablishment was a public uliiity seivicc and 
therefore it would come under Section 22, 23 and 24 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act. The workmen had no notice 
that they had contiavened the provisions of these sections in- 
asmuch as there was no inriication that the establishment 
was a public utility service. The workmen should have given 
notice of the entire circumstance which led to the definition 
of incilement or instigation. Without the materials being 
placed in the charge it is not proper for the manigemcnt to 
lead evidence in Ihc case against the workmen. They must 
be told as to what they should answer in respect of the 
charge levelled against them. Without materials being placed 
in proper form in the charge itself is is not worthwhile for 
the management to proceed against Ihe woTinen on the 
basis of the instant charge levelled against them. Evidence 
of the management witnesses indicated details of the circum- 
stances under which the workman were said to have incited 
the co-workcr.s: I have to stale in the first instance, therefore, 
that the charge is defective and on the basi« of the charge 
no case of incitement or instigation could he made out 
against the workman. On that very ground the charge will 
fail and the workmen sh.all not be held guilty on the basis 
of the charge. 

14, On mci'its I have lo quote the evidence of one of the 
witnesses in .support of the man.igemenrs case that there had 
been incitement lo workmen. I will lake the evidence of 
MW-y. He staled; 

“I saw 200 to 300 people collected at the gale and out 
of which about 40 people were in red caps and 
were trying lo stop pcOple from entering (be In- 
dustrial area gate by picketing, by inciting and by 
shouting slogans.” 

MW- 11 stated : 

“We saw some people were picketing and inciting other 
workers not lo go to work, shouting slottans. . . . He 
was taking a very leading paid by shouling slogans, 
by picketing and by instigating others not lo go 
to work. He instigated by saying that the 16 points 
charter of demand was turned down earlier by 
the company and that w.is the la.st chance for Ihcm 
and they must unitedly slrike and make the sliikc 
successful so that they can get their dcmand,s ful- 
filled. T think he was also saying that the slrike 
was very successful at Moran and Pipe line and 
they should also make the stiikc successful. As a 
result of that talk some people listened to him imd 
some of those people went out.” 

This is the nature of evidence of all the management’s wit- 
nesses. The learned Counsel of the management slated that 
the evidence of all these witnesses has not been denied by 
the workmen. This submission hi the learned Counsel was 
correct. No. 3 workman, WWl stated as follows : 

“None of the workmen involved in this case took any 
leading part in incitino; people lo slrike or nickeling 
or asking people lo join the strike. I also did not do 
so. This w'as done as per the decision taken at the 

G eneral meeting on 8th January, 1968. It is not tr 
act that we ever brought down people from the 
Bus during the strike. A first clas.s Magistrate was 
posted and police were patrolling. At Ihe iivtalla- 
tion gate there was Po’lcc. The name of the Magis- 
trate was Sri B. N. Sharma. There was police pat- 
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rol on Ihe T.ndustiial gale also. The enliie area In- 
cluding the housing area was cordoned by the Poliee 
during Ibe strike.” 

WW-2 the 5lh woi kman slated : 

"About 1500 to 2000 workmen went on strike and along 
with them 1 was also a striker. Excepting partici- 
pating in the strike ,ill other charges men-e.incd in 
the charge-sheet 1 deny." 

WW-3 workman No. 1 stated ; 

“I was bound to join the strike as I was a member of 
Ihe union. The strike was fully peaceful. I nevei 
incited anybody to go on slrike. I did nof held 
picketing at the Industrial gate nor did I obstruct 
the willing workers to go on for duty. We did not 
receive any nodee cither during the strike or before 
the strike from the company staling that the said 
strike was illegal.” 

WW-4 workman No. 12 slated: 

“1 agree that I joined the strike held on I71h 18th and 
19th January, 1968 but 1 lolally disagiee ihe oiher 
charges mentioned in the chargesheet.” 

WW-5 workman No, 2 staled : 

“J .admit that J joined the strike but 1 do not agree 
that the strike was illegal. The question of inciting 
the workmen and picketing at the gale does not 
arise at all. All my grievances have been slated in 
the two letters mentioned iibove and in my statement 
before the Enquiry Officer.” 

WW-6 workman No. 10 slated: 

“The charges levelled against me that I joined an ille- 
gal strike, picketted it the industrial gale, inched 
the workmen not to join duty, etc, are nor true." 

WW-7 workman No. 8 slated ; 

"The charges levelled against me in the chargesheet tue 
not correct. Whatever I want to say again.st the 
chargesheet in ray defence can be seen fiom ihe 
two letters mentioned above and from my stnlc- 
ment before the Enquiry Officer.” 

WW-8 workman No. 11 stated; 

“J joined the strike according to the decision of the 
Union. The strike was totally peaceful on all ihe 
days. I did not incite the workmen lo go on strike. 

1 did nol picket at the Industrial gate nor did 1 
obstruct the willing worker who wanted to join duly. 
On 19th January, 1968 there was another meeting 
held. In that meeting we decided that we held a 
peaceful strike. On 20th Januaiy, 1968 I went to 
joint duty. About 2000 worker joined Ihc stiike.” 

WW-9 workman No. 4 stated : 

“ decided to go on strike from 17th January, 1968. 

Before that we held another mecling on 8-1-68. In 
lhal meeting it was decided that if the Government 
or the Company did not take any action we would 
go on strike from 17-1-68. We also decided ihiU 
the strike would go on 17lh, 18th and 19th. The 
strike was held on those days and the strike was 
fully peaceful. As per the decision of the union 
I had to join the strike and I did not go to duty. 
J did nol incite Ihe workmen on the days of strike 
not to HO on for duly nor did J picket anywhere 
nor J obstructed anybody.” 

WW-11 workman No, 13 staled; 

“J called a general meeting of union and decided to go 
on strike from 17th January, 1968 and actuallv we 
went on slrike from 1 7th. A branch of the union 
is situated at the Pipe Cine branch at Niinniati 
Giiuhati and there the strike was hcid on 18ttt and 
19th January, 1968. We could not really hold the 
strike on 171h before the cause of some anomalies. 
The stiike was very peaceful. During strike I was 
at Gauhati. I never cxcHed any workman for the 
slrike. There is also an Industrial Gate at Nuum.ati 
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and the worker were bitting about 2 furlong away 
from the Industrial Gate." 

WW-12 gave evidence that these workmen were not present 
at the industrial gate on the dates of the strike. Denial is 
not of persons, but it shall be the denial of the incident. 

15. There were about 3000 workmen in the Company. 
More than 2000 workmen joined the strike. This evidence 
of the workmen had not been controverted. The manage- 
ment wa.s asked in the very beginning by the workmen to 
produce the attendance register for ascertaining as to the 
number of persons who went on strike. The number could 
have been ascertained through the attendance register. The 
management never cared to produce the attendance register 
for the relevant period. The evidence of all the witnesses 
showed 300 to 400 people gathered at the industrial gate and 
that out of them 30 to 40 persons took leading part. Out 
of those 30 to 40 persons the company had picked up 22 
persons for chargesheeting. Though 22 persons were charge- 
sheeted, the management thought it fit to reinstate II of 
those workmen. The direction was that those vi'orkmen must 
resign from lOWU and join APMU. The workmen Nos. 
2, 5, 8 and 12 had apologised and had volunteered to join 
APMU. The company in the first insstance agreed to their 
I'equest but later it was turned down. Discrimination was 
patently shown to the workmen. Any way, the evidence 
sought to be cstablishscd against the workmen concerned in 
the reference docs not lead to the conclusion that they had 
incited other workmen to join the strike. The place of the 
incident is at the Industrial area gate, Duliajan and time was 
between 5 a.m. to 9 a.m, on 17th to 19th January, 1968. 
The gate lies by the side of public high way over which 
people pass by and vehicles ply through day and night. There 
arc also foot-paths by the side of the high way for easy 
passage of persons by leaving the main gate open for run- 
ning of various types of vehicles. There is a police station 
just accross the right in front of the industrial gate. There 
is also a canteen open to all persons. The strike was not a 
secret affair. Wide publicity was given to it. Notice of 
the strike had been given earlier. Meetings were held by 
the workmen on 8-1-68 and 16-1-68 when hundreds of work- 
men collected at the meeting. The industry concerned is a 
public Utility service for production and distribution of crude 
oil, The industry is very much in the lime light both at 
the central and the state government level. Police must be 
specially deputed to maintain law and and order during the 
■Strike. Even the management's witnesses had conceeded that 
police was moving about the place, A magistrate, Sri B, N. 
Sharma was specially deputed to watch and control the situa- 
tion. This was revealed from the evidence of MW-14. The 
public was interested at the outcome of the strike. But the 
management has chosen to examine only their officers who 
are interested witnesses. These witnesses had one way or the 
other something to do with the .strike and framing of charges 
against the workmen. They were the real persons interested 
in seeing that the strike did not succeed. There was no rea- 
son in the circumstances for the management not to have 
examined independent witnesses in the case. They chose to 
examine the members of the rival union during the domestic 
enquiry. Their evidence wa.s found ineffective and improper. 
Finding that their evidence could not be sustained the man- 
agement thought it tit to examine the officers as their wit- 
ness^ during the enquiry before the Tribunal. There was 
nothing on record for these officers to refresh their memory 
as to how the incident took place or as lo the persons they 
could identify. The evidence also does not reveal as to 
the alleged incitement or instigation he refused to work on 
the strike days or that he joined Ihc strike. The management’s 
witnesses are part and parcel of the management itself. They 
had sysmpathy for the rival union. There was evidence to 
establish that there was collusion between the members of 
.M’MU and the officers. If independent witnesses had been 
e.vamincd in the case there could not have been anything to 
be said against that evidence, 

16. The evidence against workman No. 1 was that he 
stated at the industrial gale that the workmen at Pipe line hud 
joined strike and workmen at Duliajan should not join duty. 
As a result of his statement somone went inside the gate and 
some remained standing. There was no indication a.s to 
the persons who went inside or those who remained outside 
the gale. The evidence wa.s not conclusive to prove any 
incitement. Against workman No. 3 the evidence was that 
he was asking the workmen not to go to duty. He also 
announced that at Moran and Pipeline workmen did not go 
to duty and the strike was successful. The management's 
witness slated that he was stretching hands and saying that 
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strike was successful at Moran and Pipeline and that they 
should also make the strike successful there. There was 
contradiction between witnesses MWs 10. 17 and 20. All 
of them did not say that the workman in question stretched 
his hands. Stretching of hands by the workmen concerned 
appeared to be an after thought. None of them stated as to 
the name or identity of the persons who became a victim of 
the incitement by workman No. 3, 

Workman No. 4 was said to have incited o her workmen 
not to go to duty. The evidence against him was not con- 
clusive to prove incitement. He was alleged to have picketed 
and spoken in loud-speaker that strike was successful in Moran 
and Pipeline at Gauhati. There was no indication as to 
the persons who became a victim of his incitement. Workman 
No. 7 was implicated on the ground that lie announced 
through the microphone that all workers should refrain from 
going to work as the workmen at Pipeline was also on strike 
on that day. 'There was no indication whether he had done 
anything further at the spot. No case of wrongful restrain 
was proved against him. The strike was admittedly peaceful 
and non-violent. As against workman No, 11 same allega- 
tion of his talking through microphone was alleged. Ho 
was said to have cried out. Brothers do not go to duty. 
•Strike was successful from here to Barauni." There was also 
no case that he was obstructing. The management’s witness 
did not find anything wrong m him except that he stated 
those words in an agitated manner. One witness stated 
against him that he sought Police help for the workmen to 
enter industrial gate for joining duty. At the same time he 
stated that he reported to police about these incidents but 
police did not record his report or take any action. 

As against workman No. 13 there was no allegation of 
any sort of incitement when witnesses were examined before 
the domestic enquiry. But before the Tribunal witness Nos. 
MW-18 and 19 were examined against him. One of them 
stated that the workman took active part by asking other 
workmen not to go to work. There was no mention at all as 
to the persons whom he addressed and against whom he 
was stretching hLs hands. Similar evidence had been given 
agamst other workmen Nos. 2, 5, 8, 10 and 12, but the said 
evidence does not Indicate there was incitement oi- instigation. 

17. It is clear from the evidence on the management's side 
that their main idea behind the chargesheet and dismissal was 
to get rid of these workmen who were offlce-bcarei a and_ active 
members of lOIIVU. The management also used intimidation 
in chargesheeting and punishing the workmen. It was to 
flout their legitimate demands as made out in 16 point charter 
of demand by lOWU. The management also availed of the 
voluntary services of the rival union APMU in this move. 
The management was not correct in not bringing in any inde- 
pendent persona including the police and the Magistrate who 
were deputed for the purpose to meet any untoward situation, 
as witnesses in this case. On a careful analysis of the evidence 
on record 1 find it is highly interested apart from being dis- 
cripant from one witness to another ; there is absolutely no 
basis to hold that the workmen committed any of the acts 
as charged against them. In the light of evidence of the 
workmen themselves and their witnesses WW-12, the conclu- 
sion is irresistnble that the charge against the workmen is not 
proved under clause (XIV)(2)(xvi) of the Standing Orders, It 
follows therefore that the workmen are not guiliy of the 
charge. 

Point Nos. (vi & vU) 

18. After recording finding under Points Nos. (ii), (iv) aiij 
(v) against the management, it is necessary to state that the 
dismissal of workmen is not valid. But the learned Counsels 
appearing for the workmen argued that di.smissal was invalid 
in the very inception on two grounds ; firstly, on the ground 
that the management did not file application under Section 
3311 )(b) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for approval of 
their action. On account of the failure of the management 
to comply with these requirements it is argued that the work- 
men were deemed to have been in service with effect from 
the date of dismissal and that they would co,ntimic to be in 
service irrespective of the question whether a subsequent dis- 
missal order is to be passed or not. I do not think that the 
argument of the Learned Counsels can be accepted in this 
case. If an order of dismissal is to be passed by the manage- 
ment after a domestic enquiry against the workmen an ap- 
prbval or permission of dismissal order is to be passed by a 
Tribunal under Section 33 of the Act, it will not bring indus- 
trial dispute to a termination. It is only by an adjudication 
under Section 10 in respect of an industrial dispute that the 
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question can finally and successfully be settled between the 
parties. So, any order passed by the management in dismiss- 
ing the workmen after a domestic enquiry even if the order 
is unsustainable in law and fact would not be regarded as 
final and conclusive of Ihe industrial dispute between , the 
parties- It is in this regard reference has to be made to a 
decision of the Supreme Court in the case between the Hindus- 
tan General Electrical Corporation Ltd. and Bishwanath Pra- 
sad & another, 1971 II LLJ p. 340. That decision makes the 
following observations ; 

“Sections 33 and 33A do not lend themselves no the 
construction that as soon as the Labour Court oi 
Tribunal finds that there has been a violation of 
S. 33 it should award reinstatement. It must go 
through the proceedings which would have to bo 
taken under S. 10 and it would be the duty of the 
La^ur Court to exatninc the merits of the case in 
the light of the principles enunciated in the Indian 
Iron and Steel Co.’s case (1958) S.C.R. 667. 

It has not been alleged in this case that any conciliation 
proceedings were pending before a Labour Court, 
Tribunal or National Tribunal as envisaged in S. 
33A. Assuming that there was a conciliation proceed- 
ings before a Labour Officer, S. 33 A would not be 
attracted. In any event it would be open to the 
complaining workman to fake exception to ihe con- 
duct of the management in ignoring the provisions 
of S. 33(2Xb). 

The contention of the workman that disregard of a ban 
imposed by S. 33 of the Act would render the 
employer’s action of dismissal void and inoperative 
was rejected by this Court and the reason for enact- 
ment of S. 33A was explained in The Punjab Nation- 
al Bank Ltd, v. Its Workmen, (1960) I S.C.R. 806.” 

In the light of the above decision and many other decisions 
of the Supreme Court it is clear that the management has 
the right to adduce fresh evidence whether it is under Section 
10 of the Aa or under Section 33 of the Act in respect of 
the charge framed against the workman if a domestic enquiry 
is found ineffective or even if there was no such enquiry held 
by the management, But that does not mean that the manage- 
ment should by-pass the provisions of Section 33 altogether. 
The decision reported in the iudgment of Tata Iron & Steel 
Cc. Ltd, v, Singh, 1965 II LLJ, 122 enjoins a management to 
file an application if Section ia of the Act applies to the 
case. He has no choice to withhold an application for ap- 
proval or permission as the case may be. In an earlier deci- 
sion reported in Punjab National Bank Ltd. v. Their Emp- 
loyees, 1953 I LLJ 733 held that dismissal of wolkmen with- 
out the compliance of Section 33 in case Sectio,n 33 applies to 
the facts of the case, the dismissal is illegal. In another deci- 
sion reported in Mysore Machinery Manufactuics Ltd. v. 
Assistant Commissioners of Labour and Conciliation Officer, 
1965 ILU. p. 353 stated that an earlier dismissal order passed 
by the management and revoked it later and then complying 
with the provisions of Section 33(2Xb) will make the earlier 
order illegal and such a dismissal would be inoperative - that 
is to say that if an order passed by a management is found 
to be illegal no reliance can be placed on that order and as 
such the management cannot take advantage on the fact that 
the effect of such order will not enure to the benefit of the 
workmen. In the light of these reasoning it is clear beyond 
doubt that the dismissal of the workmen cffecled between 
3 1st January^ 1968 and 9th February, 1968 was Ineffeclive 
and inoperative. The effect of such an ineffective dismissal 
will enable the workmen to claim back wages during the per- 
iod of their unemployment. In that view of the matter the 
workmen would be entitled to claim wa^es from the date of 
dismissal until they are reinstated to their former post which 
th*y held at the time of dismissal. This is the line of reason- 
ing adopted in the reported decision in Anglo-Indian Jute 
Mills Co. Ltd. and Authority Under Payment of Wages Act 
and others, 1976 (33) P.L.R., p, 85, On the basis of this 
decision it can be said that the workmen in this case would 
be entitled to their wages during their unemployment period. 
Apart from that no benefit enure to the workmen -as it 
is incumbent upon the management to take fresh evidence 
as ai^lnst the workmen under the charges framed by the 
management and examine whether the charges have been 
proved or not. In case the charges are proved it is open to 
the Tribunal to pass appropriate order of punishment. The 
right of the tribunal in this regard cannot therefore be ques- 
tioned. Accordingly, I find that the action of ibe manage- 
ment in dlsmiising the concerned workmen is not justified. 
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19. The next point that has to be decided is the nature of 
relief to be given to the workmen. I do not find any reason 
to refuse reinstatement to the workmen. They have been dis- 
missed from service on invalid ground. I have also found 
that victimisation and unfair labour practice have played an 
important part in the whole process of the enquiry and dis- 
missal of the workmen. The workmen will therefore be 
entitled to reinstatement to the posts which they held at the 
time of their dismissal, 

20. Regarding back wages, apart from the decision which 
I have quoted, it has to be stated that the workmen made 
approaches to Tribunals and Courts before the Reference was 
made to this Tribunal for seeking relief one way or ihc other. 
They had been wrongfully advised to approach Tribunals and 
Courts to seek their remedy against the management. It is 
On account of their own inactivity that much time was spent 
before the reference was made to the Tribunal for adjudica- 
tion. 1 find therefore the workmen arc not entitled to back- 
wages before the reference was made. They wiU however be 
entitled to back wages with effect from 27-1-1971 which is 
the date of reference. The claim for back wages shall be 
fixed at the rate of total emoluments which each workman 
received by way of salary per month ai the time of their 
dismissal. They will not be entitled to any increment pay 
or additional dearness allowance which came into force later. 
They will be given only the salary at the rate at which they 
drew the same from the management at the time of dismissal 
as pointed out above. However, they will get the continuity 
of service in respect of their unemployed period. I have 
examined the evidence of the workinen whether they were 
employed or not during the period when they wcic out of 
service. There is little evidence to hold that the workmen 
had profitably and properly employed. The management did 
not give any counter evidence. Taking into consideration the 
period for which the back wages is disallowed due to the 
inactivity of the workmen before the reference was made, I 
do not think that it is just and proper that the woikmen are 
denied back wages for any period after the reference was 
made. So, the workmen will be entitled to back wages at 
the rates specified from 27-1-1971. 

21. In the result, in view of the appeal pending in the High 
Court at Calcutta against workmen Nos, 2, 5, 8. 10 and 12 
having been dismissed and a copy of the judgment communi- 
cated to this Tribunal, an Award is passed in favour of work- 
men Nos. 1 to 5, 7, 8, and 10 to 13 In Ibe light of conclusion 
arrived at above directing the Oil India Limited, Duliajan to 
reinstate these workmen forthwith with continuity of 
service on payment of back wages from 27-1-1971 at the 
rates specified above. 

E. K. MOIDU, Presid'tip Officer 

Dated, Calcutta, 

The 28th June, 1977, 

[No. L-30025(4)/73-l-RlV] 


S.O. 2433.— In pursuance of section 17 of (he Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
heicby publishes the following award of the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Tribunal, Indore, in the industrial dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
Diamond Mining Project, Ramkheria Mine, Panna and their 
workman (Shri Mahadeo), which was received by the Central 
Government on the 1st July, 1977. 

IN THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, MADHYA PRA- 
DESH, INDORE 

Reference No. 1/LT./197# 

BETWEEN 

The Management of Diamond Mining Project, Rnm- 
khcria Mine, Panna of National Mineral Develop- 
ment Corporation Limited, Panna, First-partv, 

AND 

&i Mahadeo, Ex-Heavy Vehicle Driver/Dumper Opera- 
tor of Ramkheria Mines, Panna. Secood-pany. 

In the matter of a reference u/s. KXlKd) of the Indus- 
trial Disputes Act, 1947. 
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AWARD 


15) He has a 


By order dalcd 28th February, 1976 the Government of 
India referred the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of Diamond Mining Project. Ram- 
kheria Mine, Panna of National Mineral Development Cor- 
poration, Ltd., Panna and their workman (Shri Mahadeo) in 
respect of the following matter for adjudication to this Tribu- 
nal under Section 10(1 )(d) of the Industrial Disputes Ad, 
1947 

"Whether the action of the management of Diamond 
Mining Project, Ramkheria Mine, Panna of Natio- 
nal Mineral Development Corporation, Panna, Post 
Office Panna (Madhya Pradesh) in terminating the 
services of Sri Mahadeo, Formerly Heavy Vehicle 
Driver/Dumper Operator of Ramkheria Mines with 
effect from 31-10-1974 is justified ? If not, to what 
relief is the said workman entitled ?” 

2. While the reference was pending for adjudication before 
this Tribunal an application along with a compromise signed 
by the parties was filed by the counsel for the Management. 
The matter was referred to the Presiding Officer, Labour 
Court No. 1, Jnbalptir for verification of the signature of the 
workman concerned on the compromise (Ex. P/1). Shri 
Shukla, after examining Shri Mahadeo on oath, has submitted 
a report that the compromise was duly signed by Shri Maha- 
deo and that the portions rrrarked ‘A to ‘A’ on Ex. P/1 bear 
his signature, It is, therefore, clear that a compromise between 
the parties in accordance with the terms specified in Ex. P/1 
has been arrived at in regard to the dispute in question and 
the same has been duly signed by the workman as well as by 
the Personnel Officer on behalf of the Management, The 
terms of the compromise arc lawful imd fully dispose of the 
industrial dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
1, therefore, consider it proper to give an award in terms 
of the compromise. Accordingly I give the award as fol- 
lows : — 

(1) That Shri Mahadeo wifi be taken back to duty a.s 
Heavy Vehicle Driver /Dumper Operator w.e.f. 
1-5-1976 (F.N.) in the pay scale of Rs. 250-8-298- 
10-358 with an initial pay of Rs. 291 pot 
month which he was drawing at the time of suspen- 
sion. 

(2) That he will be posted to Mejbgawan/Ramkberia 
Mine as Heavy Vehicle Driver/Dumper Operator, 
the same post he was holding prior to his suspension. 

(3) The period from 1st November, 1974 to November 
10, 1975 (from the date of termination to the date 
of judgment in the court of CJM) may be treated 
as absence, and Shri Mahadeo will not be paid any- 
thing for this period. 

(4) The intervening period from 11th November, 1975 
to 30-4-1976 the date of his reinstatement, may be 
regularised as under ; — 

(i) He will be granted earned leave on full pay to the 
extent he is entitled. 

(ii) He will be granted commuted leave on full pay 
to the extent he Is entitled. 

(iii) The remaining period, if any, will be treated as 
dies non. 


credit of 180 days half -pay leave and 59 
days earned leave on full pay and this would suffi- 
ciently cover the above period from 11th Nov. 1975 
to 30-4-1976, 

(6) That he will get continuity of his service with (he 
benefit of his past services. 

(7) That the notice pay paid to him before termination 
will be adjusted against the leave salary. 

(8) That the management will not proceed against him 

for the misconduct committed by him on July 30, 
1972 that led to his suspension in view of the un- 
conditional apology tendered by Shri Mahadeo in 
his mercy appeal dated May 4, 1976, and he will 
be let off with a caution to be careful against recur- 
rence of such typo of misconduct on his part. 

(9) That he will not be paid more than what was paid 
to him as subsistence allowance during the period of 
suspension from 31-7-72 to 31-10-1974. 

(10) That he will be granted his annual increment raising 
his Pay to Rs. 298 w.e.f. Isl January 1976. 

(II) That he will be extended (he benefits of revision of 
pay and allowances implemented in the project 
fi-om the date of his reinstatement. 

3. Parties shall bear their own costs. 

S. M. N. RAINA, Presiding Officer 
Indore, dated the 15th June, 1977. 

[No. L-29011/122/75-D.1II.B.] 
C. R. NIM, Under .Secy, 


(niqWl firam) 

trf 22 1977 

19,'i6 ( 1956 4tT 1 ) 4?) 

HTTT 4 1 0 ITTT 51^ >fT tETPr <63^ f tf, tr34tTT 

<sf) tfVo t^Ro tTR, REtrei R T TT f l' q RpgtfFr RTRPT, 

fspjfr 411, RTTtT dTfrt ^ 4?) Ro 4Ro 

sRTo 3464 f^RPr, 1 8 1976 4t RtflR HTT 

rruptttt RPtfR ^ RR^ teir Jr Rftpr tpfiR % fRtRR^r 

qx f7;TR R4TR RT fRR4R <rrTffl ^ xftx R4R Sr 

fRIRfRftPT RuftHR 41341 41x4^ ; — 

R4R 4, faWRTR 2 % 3RTR 93: fR3R- 

RflSR gfafe 451' txTtnfr, R«rfn : — 

”2. 41410 Ho RRo 33R ” 

[impT 4RRT 3/3/76-410 tfRo-S] 
41o Ir clfl, RR uPsq 

MINISTRY OF LAW, JUSTICE AND COMPANY 
AFFAIRS 

(Depnrtmeut ot Comliany Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 1977 

S.O. 2434 .— ’In exercise of the powers conferred by section 
410 of the Companies Act, 1956 (1 of 1956), he Ccnral 
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tiovernrncnt hereby uppoinls Shri P. S. Riio, President, 
Institute of Compiiny ^cretaries of India, New Delhi, as a 
member of the Advisory Committee constituted by it under 
the notification of the Government of India in the Depart- 
ment of Company Affairs No. S.O. 3464 dated the 18th Sep- 
tember, 1976, vlct; Shri I.alit Bhasin, resigned, and hereby 
makes the following luncndment in the said notification, 
namely : — 

In the said notification, for entry 2, the following entry 
shall be substituted, namely ; — 

‘’2. Shri 1’. A, S. Rao." 

[File No. 3/3/76-CL. V] 
A. G. SIRSI, Dy. Secy. 


MINISTRY OF COMMERCE 
CORRIGENDUM 
New Delhi, the 23rd July. 1977 

S.O. 2435 . — In the order of the Government of India in the 
Ministry of Commerce, No. S.O, 1269, dated the 30th April, 
1977, published at pages 1493-94 of the Gazette of India, 
Part II, Section 3-^ub-section (ii) dated the 30th April, 
1977, on page 1493, in line 37 of the order, for “clause 2“ 
read “clause fa)". 

[No. 6(12)/73-El & EPJ 
K. V, BALASUBRAMANIAM, Dy. Director 
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